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Jail ee ree 
8 , Awone THE original motions set down for hearing in the 
ms. Court of Appeal on Monday was that of Wilson v. Barr, which 
appeared in the paper asthe “ plaintiff's application fer security 
Town for costs of defendant’s application for new trial.”” O»unsel was 
about to state the grounds of the application, when Lord Justice 
owns. Sarrn said it was the invariable rule of that court never to 
order security for costs when the appeal was for a new trial. 
They, therefore, would not hear the application. Counsel asked | 
for leave to state the facts briefly, which were of such a charac- 
ON. ter that he ventured to think their lordships would consider that 


the plaintiff was justified in seeking security. Lord Justice 
Sairn replied that they could not go into the merits of the case : 
there would be ‘‘no order.” Counsel for defendant asked that 
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Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, at which trial he 
was acquitted. The learned judge told the grand jury 
that it was a fundamental principle of the administration of 
justice, that when once a question had been decided in a court 
of justice it could never be raised again between the same 
parties in any other proceedings ; that the parties were the same 
here as in the former case—namely, the Queen and the prisoner, 
and the jury were asked to try over again facts which had 
already been decided. Rrvtey, J., on the other hand, caused con- 
siderable surprise at the last autumn assizes on the Oxford Circuit 
by his wholesale threats against prisoners of prosecution for per- 
jury. In a case of housebreaking, in which the prisoner 
gave evidence and was convicted, the judge ordered him 
to be indicted at the next assizes. This indictment came before 
Wnuieut, J., at Worcester last week, and the learned judge 
directed that it should not go before the grand jury, but 
thould be postponed till the summer assizes, in order that the 
judges of the Queen’s Bench Division should lay down some 
principle upon which prisoners who have taken advantage of 
the new Act should be indicted for perjury. Another indict- 
ment of the same sort came before Bucxnitt, J., at Leicester a 
few days after. He refused to follow the example of Waicur, 
J., and allowed the bill to go before the grand jury. At the 
same time he expressed his deep sense of the importance of the 
matter, and he pointed out how near such a prosecution comes to 
trying a man twice for the same offence. He was evidently pre- 
pared to state a case in order to raise the whole subject for deter- 
mination by the Court for Crown Cases Reserved. The prisoner 
was, however, acquitted on the facts, and so another opportunity 
must be awaited of bringing the matter before the highest c ourt. 





Ir 1s submitted that rcs judicata is no answer at all to 
charges of perjury such as these. In the first prosecution it is 
alleged that A. did acertain act. A., on his oath, denies that 
he did theact. He is then prosecuted for perjury. Incidentally 
the jury may have to decide in the second case the same question 
of fact, whether or not A. did the act. The issue, however, in 
the second case is quite different, and the jury has to decide 
not «nly whether A. did the act, but whether A. took 
an oath and gave cvidence which he knew at the time 
to be false. At the same time, it would be intolerable 
if every man who denies his guilt of some trumpery offence 
amd is convicted were to be prosecuted for the much greater 
offence of perjury. An innocent man might often be pre- 
vented from giving eviderce to clear himself by the fear that 
he might be disbelieved and be prosecuted for perjury. A 
case of this sort occurred at Worcester last week—a result of 
the course pursued by Riptey, J., at the previous assizes. If 
sech s course became general the courts would be overwhelmed 
with prosecutions for perjury, and business would be brought to 
a standstill; or else accused persons would be afraid to give 
evidence and the Act would become a dead letter. There are, 
however, cases in which a prisoner’s false evidence ought to be 
followed by a prosecution for perjury, and thera would be a 
great danger in allowing prisoners to swear to any lie with 
impunity. Thus, where a prisoner, to avoid the consequences of 
his own crime, tries to throw the blame on some innocent 
person, and gives false evidence with that view, he ought 
certainly to prosecuted and deserves heavy punishment. 
Other cases, no doubt, may suggest themselves. Anyhow the 
matter is one which requires the most careful attention of the 

udges, and in which magistrates have a right to look to the 

Court for directions as to the mode in which charges of 





We nzrerzep recently (ante, p. 169) to the case of Biggs 
v. Hoddinott (47 W, R. 84), in which the Court of Appeal dis- 
‘cussed the rule laid down in Jennings v. Ward (2 Vern. 520) 
‘that “a man shall not have interest for his money, and a 
co 


with any by-agreement.” This statement, it 
gee to take any 


clog upon the equity of redemption. Consequently a collateral 
advantage is permissible provided it does not itself fetter the 
equity of redemption. In Biggs v. Hoddinott a brewer who. was 
mortgagee of a public-house was allowed the benefit of a 
covenaut by which during the continuance of the security the 
public-house was tied to the mortgagee’s business. This gave the 
mortgagee a collateral advantage, but it did not interfere with 
the equity of redemption arising under the mortgage deed. The 
mortgagor was free to exercise his right to redeem on the terms 
contracted for, and directly that right was exercised and the 
security was at an end, the covenant would be at an end also. The 
opposite result is very neatly illustrated in the case of Santley v. 
Wilde, decided by Byxnz, J., last week. The plaintiff was 
underlessec of a theatre with an option to purchase the leasehold 
reversion for £2,000, She desired to exercise this option, and the 
defendant advanced the purchase-money. As security for the 
advance he took a mortgage of the term, and it was provided 
that the £2,000 was to be paid by twenty quarterly instalments 
for £100 each. It was further stipulated that the mortgagee, 
in addition to interest, was to take one-third of the net 
sum received by the mortgagor on account of rents from 
under-tenants, and this stipulation was expressed to take effect 
for the residue of the term, notwithstanding that all the principal 
and interest secured by the mortgage had been paid. In this 
continuation of the right to share in the rents after the cessation 
of the security lay, as Byrne, J., held, a fatal defect. It is not 
hinted in his judgment that the bargain fora share of the 
rents was bad as being a payment for which a mortgages 
could not properly stipulate; nor is there anything oppressive 
or improper in the circumstance that a man who provides the 
money with which property is purchased should obtain for 
himself part of the profits of the propsrty. It is to be noticed 
that the interest payable on the £2,000 was to be deducted from 
the rents before the net amount available for division was 
ascertained. But the parties had chosen to put the trans- 
action into the form of a mortgage, and in a mortgage a 
stipulation such as that in question could not be admitted. 
Upon the exercise of the right of redemption, the mortgagor is 
entitled to get the mortgaged property back free from any 
claim by the mortgagee, but this he cannot do if the mortgagee 
after redemption is still to have an interest in the income of the 
property. The collateral advantage, differing from that in Biggs 
v. Hoddinott, was not restricted to the continuance of the security, 
and hence it was unlawful. 





By tae Rules of the Supreme Court, ord. 16, r. 9, it is 
provided that ‘‘ where there are numerous persons having the 
same interest in one cause or matter, one or more of such persons 
may sue or be sued . . . on behalf of or for the benefit of all 
persons so interested.”” In Zemperton v. Russell (41 W. R. 321; 
1893, 1 Q. B. 435) it was said by Linpiey, L.J., in deliveriog 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal, that the expression ‘the 
same interest in one cause or matter” only extends to persons 
who have or claim some beneficial proprietary right which they 
are asserting or defending im the cause or matter ; and on the 
strength of this opinion Romer, J., in Filis vy. Duke of Bedford 
(47 W. R. 170), held that the action was oppo pe, by 
the plaintiffs on behalf of themselves and all other members of 
a certain class, inasmuch as the class had no proprietary right. 
By the Act for the Regulation of Oovent Garden Market 
(9 Geo. 4, c. exiii.), certain parts of the market are appropriated 
for the reception of waggons and carts belonging to growers 
of fruit and vegetables, and other parts for the sale of 
fruit and vegetables, and such growers are entitled, as regards 
the parts so appropriated, to preferential rights against the 

eneral public. Six market gardeners who were growers of 

ruit and vegetables brought the above action on behalf of 
themselves and all other members of the class, alleging that the 
preferential rights conferred by the Act were not respected by 
the Duke of Bzprorp in the letting of stands in the market. 
In the view of Romer, J., however, this right of preference did 
not constitute in favour of the growers of fruit and vegetables a 
proprietary right in the market, and, as just stated, he held that 
the action was improperly brought. The growers, he 
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Attorney-General, but, short of this, the only course. was 
for each to sue separately in — of any injury suffered by 
himself as an individual. This judgment has now been 
reversed by the Court of Appeal ( LEY, M.R., and Riasy, 
LJ: ; Vavenan Witi1ams, L.J., dissentiente), apparently. without 
reference to the principle enunciated in Zemperton v. Russell. 
Liypizy, M.R., has reverted to the broader principle laid down 
by Lord Haruertey, ©., in Warrick v. Queen’s College, Oxford 
(L. R. 6 Oh., p. 726): “I take it thatthe view of this court is 
that all persons having a common right, which is invaded by a 
common enemy, although they may have different rights inter 
sé, are entitled to join in attacking that common enemy in 
respect of that common right.” Here there is no limitation 
placed on the nature of the common right, and since the Act 
prima facie confers upon growers of fruit and vegetables as a 
class special privileges in respect of the occupation of the 
market, those privileges constitute a common right, whether 
proprietary or otherwise. It was held, accordingly, that the 
a was well brought by some of the growers on behalf of 
the class. 





A pornt of practical importance arising under the Vaccination 
Act of last session was decided by a Divisional Court (LawRrance 
and CHAnNELL, JJ.) in Reg. v. The Justices of Buckinghamshire last 
Monday. Section 2 of the Act exempts a parent or other 
person from penalties for failure to have a child vaccinated ‘if 
within four months from the birth of the child he satisfies two 
justices in petty sessions that he conscientiously 
believes that vaccination would be prejudicial to the health 
of the child,” and delivers to the vaccination officer the 
justices’ certificate of such conscientious objection. In 
the case in question an applicant for a certificate tend@ped 
himself and the mother of the child as witnesses to 
prove the date of the child’s birth, and was ready to produce 
the child, but the justices refused to hear the application unless 
the certificate of the child’s birth was producetl On the argu- 
ment of a rule nisi for a mandamus to the justices to hear and 
determine the application, it appeared from an affidavit of the 
justices that they had made a rule that an applicant for a cer- 
tificate of exemption should be required to produce a certificate 
of the birth. In refusing the application in question they 
were acting in pursuance of this rule. ‘The court held 
that they were entitled to require the production of the 
certificate and to act upon their rule. ‘With great respect 
to the learned judges, it is somewhat surprising that it 
should be considered competent for a bench of magistrates to 
make an arbitrary rule as to what evidence is to be required to 
satisfy them in any particular case. It is generally understood 
that every case which comes before justices or any other court 
should be dealt with upon its merits, and that in considering 
the evidence necessary to establish any particular fact, the 
court should be bound by the ordinary rules of evidence. 
The statement on oath of the child’s mother, coupled with 
the production of the child, would be considered in most 
courts the best evidence possible of the child’s age, and 
certainly superior to the production of a certificate. Possibly 
the absence of the certificate might make it difficult for the 


objection at his own riek eo far as the age is concerned, such a 


certificate being, of course, inoperative in law if granted out of 
time. This practice probably errs on the side of undue laxity ; 
but it would appear from Reg. v. The Justices of Buckinghamshire 
that the question of the evidence to be received on this point ‘ig 
entirely in the discretion of the justices, 





Tue supeMENt in Wiz y. Rutson, decided this week by Brvcz, 
J., is sufficiently startling for tenants who have accepted the 
comprehensive covenant for payment of rates and taxes which 
is frequently required. A lease contained a covenant by which 
the lessee bound himself to pay all taxes, charges, rates, and 
assessments during the term » Sonal or imposed upon the 
premises. When possible, these covenants are construed as 
throwing upon the lessee only such assessments as are of & 
temporary or recurring nature, leaving the landlord liable for 
assessments made for the anent improvement of the 
premises: Wilkinson v. Collyer (13 Q. B. D., p. 5). But the 
covenant has a wider effect when it caipensity includes all 
‘* burdens” or ‘ duties,” or when, as in the present case, 
it includes sums charged upon the demised premises. 
Thus in Thompson v. Lapworth (L. R. 3 C. P. 149), where 
the covenant extended to “duties,” it was held that it 
included a payment which the landlord had been obliged to 
make under the Metropolis Management Acts for the paving of 
the street, and similarly in A//um vy. Dickinson (9 Q. B, D. 632), 
where the covenant bound the lessee to pay all assessments 
which during the term should be charged on the premises. In 
the present case a charge for paviog expenses had been created 
under the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, and hence primd 
facie the charge was payable by the lessee in accordance #ith 
the cases just cited, but there was the peculiarity that the 
works were not commenced until after the determination of the 
term. The lease was determinable on six months’ notice. Notice 
was given in April, 1898. In June, 1898, the local authority gave 
notice to the owners of the apportionment of the sum of £112 
in respect of paving expenses, but the notice fixed no date for 
payment. In July the owners paid the amount due. The term 
came to an end in accordance with the notice in October, but the 
works were not commenced till the present month. Thus the 
lessee was called upon to pay for the cost of an improvement 
from which he an derive no benefit. But while the result 
forcibly illustrates the ips of such a covenant, the | 

oint was, when was the charge in fact created. Was it at 
Jato of the notice of apportionment or at some date subsequent 
to the determination of the tenancy? It was held by Brucsg, J,, 
that all that was necessary for the creation of the charge was 
the giving of the notice of the apportionment, As soon, he 
said, as the vestry by a formal act or resolution charged 
the owners of the houses abutting on the new street with thé 
expenses, and apportioned and the particular sum of 
£112 on the premises in question, an gave notice to the owners 
of the apportionment and charge, the charge became operative 


and the owners were liable to pay the same. Hence, since the 
lease with the covenant was subsisting, they were entitled to pass 


on the liability to the lessees, It is unfortunate that no other 


vaccination officer to identify the child in respect of whom a result appeared possible. 


certificate under section 2 had been granted with the child named 
in the register of births, and the court seem to have had regard 
to this difficulty in arriving at their decision. But the Act does 
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not require the birth certificate to be produced, and the existence | occurrence, but when it is successfully prosecuted it im on 


of the difficulty referred to (even if it cannot easily be sur-| the defendant liability to pay treble d 


mounted) does not seem to be an adequate reason for applying 
to proceedings under section 2 a different rule of evidence to that 


This is under 
2 Will & M. sess. 1, c. 5, 8.3, and in Aemp v. Christmas (79 L.:'T. 
233) it was held recently by the Court of Appeal that the action 


which governs ordinary legal eevagee The Buckingham- | is maintainable by the landlord without re of any 


shire rule involves the harhship of imposing 
conscientious objector the obligation to pay the fee for 
the certificate before making his application. 


the opinion of the justices as to the undesirability of the new vac- | he proved no 


cination law, it does not seem to be within their province to aub- 


ject those who desire to take advantage of it to a special rule of | maintained it is m 
In several | the actual possession of 


evidence not laid down by the statute itself. 


— the | damage by him. 
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proof, by certificate or otherwise, of the age of the child, the{ materially differ from their seizure. 
applicant being allowed to take the certificate of corscientious ‘removal of the goods to 4 suitable pound, but under 11 Geo. 2, 
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c. 19, s. 10, the goods may be impounded on the demised 
premises, and it seems that a distress is sufficiently impounded 
where, with the consent of the tenant, the person distraining 
makes an inventory of part of the goods distrained, serves it, 
together with notice of distress, on the tenant, and leaves a man 
in possession, but does not disturb, lock up, or remove any of 
the goods: Johnson v. Upham (2 E, & E, 250). But must the man 
so left in possession remain continuously in possession in order 
to secure the continuance of the impounding? In Jones v. 
Beirnstein, goods had been let to atenant on a hire-purchaseagree- 
ment. The landlord distrained, and these goods were included 
in the distress and were impounded. The man in possession went 
home every night, returning the following morning. He 
went home on a Saturday night intending to return on Monday 
morning. Shortly after his departure the true owner of the 
goods removed them. If the continuance of actual possession 
was not essential this was clearly a pound breach. It seems, 
however, from Bannister v. Hyde (2 E. & E, 627) that the 
temporary absence of the man in possession does not release the 
impounding. . For this purpose there must be evidence of an 
intention to abandon the distress. On this authority the 
Divisional Court (Lawrance and CuannELt, JJ.) in the present 
case acted, and held that a pound breach had been committed. 








LORD JUSTICE CHITTY. 


Tne news of the sudden death of Lord Justice Onirry will 
be received with universal and profound regret. So recently as 
Friday in ’ast week he was performing his customary duties in 
the Court of Appeal, and he appeared to be in his usual health. 
Although he was in his 7lst year there seemed to be every 
probability that his natural vigour would enable him for a long 
time yet to remain a familiar figure at the Law Courts, where he 
was at once beloved and respected. But an attack of influenza, 
at first apparently slight, developed serious results, and the end 
cime with startling suddenness on Wednesday afternoon. 

His loss leaves a gap which it will be difficult to fill. At the 
bar and on the bench he has so long been prominently before 
the profession—and, we may add, has been regarded as a 
judge with such profound confidence by lawyers—that it is hard 
to realize what the courts will be without him. For his leader- 
ship in the Rolls Court under Sir Grorcz Jzssex we have to go 
back a good many years. Jzssex died in 1881, and Cnrrry 
succeeded to his work though not to his title. In the conduct 
of that work le displayed eminent judicial ability. He hada 
fund of humour which enlivened the tedium of business, 
though it was not allowed to hinder its due despatch, and 
his. genial and kindly disposition endeared him to all with 
whom he came in contact. He would assist with a joke a junior 
trying ineffectually to make a point before him in court, and his 
equanimity was not disturbed when he was interrupted in the 
writing of a judgment in his private room by a sudden appli- 
cation for an ¢x parte injunction. When in 1895 he was raised 
to the Court of Appeal the promotion was greeted with pleasure 
on all sides, as much from his personal popularity as from his 
unquestionable fitness for the office of Lord Justice. 

In his work in the Chancery Division the late judge enjoyed 
an enviable reputation for the correctness of his judgments. 
It was comparatively rare for them to be interfered with by the 
Court of Appeal. Among the numerous decisions with which 
his name is associated a few may be selected as specimens of his 
work. In Eiwes v. Brigg Gas Co, (33 Ch. D. 562) he had to 
consider the question of the possession of a prehistoric 
boat that had been discovered by a lessee embedded in the 
ground. He held that the possession was in the lessor at 
the time of the demis, and that the right to remove it did not 

ass to the lessee. In Re Earl of Radnor's Will Trusts (45 

h. D. 402), where pictures valued at £55,000 were in 
question, he had to consider the circumstances under which 
the eourt would sanction a sale of heirlooms by the tenant 
for life. In the Court of Appeal Lord Esner, M.R., quoted 
with approval the passage in his judgment in which he had 
protested against the discretion of the court being crystallized by 
any definite rules. Ldmonds y. Blaina Furnace Co. (36 Ch. D. 215) is 
frequently referred to fcr his interesting discussion of the meaning 





of the term “ debenture.” -In Re Clayton and Barclay’s Contract 
(1895, 2 Ch. 212) he laid down an important rule with referance 
to after-acquired property of a bankrupt, holding that the 
bankrupt could dispose of leaseholds until the trustee intervened. 
In the case of Re Isaacs (1894, 3 Ch. 506) he adopted, as he was 
bound to do, the unfortunate rule in Lawes v. Bennett (1 Cox 
167), under which the exercise of an option to purchase after 
the death of the owner of property may defeat the expectations 
of the devisee, and he applied it to the case of an intestacy. 
His judgment in Wallis v. Hands (1893, 2 Ch. 75) is a useful 
commentary on the question, formerly much in controversy, of 
the circumstances under which the grant of a new lease to a 
new tenant operates as a surrender of an existing lease. 

Most Chancery judges probably contribute something fo the 
law as to the priority of incumbrancers on property. In Carritt 
v. Real and Personal Advance Co, (42 Ch. D. 268) Cnurry, J, 
supported the practice of keeping the trusts off a conveyance to 
trustees, and he held that where a trustee had fraudulently 
created an equitable charge, the fact of the trusts not being 
disclosed was not a reason for postponing the cestui que trust to 
theincumbrancer. The same volume of the Law Reports contains 
(p. 875) the important decision in Zhe Starr-Bowkett Building 
Society and Sibun’s Contract, affirmed by the Court of Appeal, 
which justifies the vendor in rescinding a contract, under a suit- 
able condition of sale, immediately the purchaser makes a 
requisition which the vendor, acting bond fide, is unable or 
unwilling to comply with. A case of more popular interest 
arose in De Francesco v. Barnum (43 Ch. D. 165), where an 
injunction to restrain a stage dancer from violating negative 
covenants in an apprenticeship deed was refused on the ground 
of infancy. A case of a class which has aroused much interest 
ingecent times came before him in Re Nevin (1891, 2 Ch. 299), 
and he decided that an orphan child was, out of regard to the 
benefit of the child, to be brought up as a Protestant, notwith- 
standing the father’s ante-nuptial engagement that his children 
should be Catholics. The decision was affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal. So also was the decision in the important case of 
Dashwood vy. Magniac (1891, 3 Ch. 306) as to the right of a limited 
owner to cut timber. 

But while the above cases represent the miscellaneous work 
which it fell to the lot of Lord Justice Currry to deal with, he was 
specially reliable in the interpretation of statute law. Numerous 
cases of this class arose in connection with recent legislation— 
the Conveyancing Acts, the Settled Land Acts, and the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882. Upon the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, it is natural to refer to Re Burton’s Will (1892, 2 Ch. 38) 
on the allowance of maintenance to infants under section 43. 
Re Jeffery (1891, 1 Ch. 675) had, in a large class of cases, 
deprived younger children of maintenance so soon as the eldest 
attained twenty-one. Ourrry, J., declined to countenance that 
result, and when he repeated his decision in Re Holford (1894, 
3 Ch. 31) he was affirmed by the Court of Appeal. On the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, an important decision was given in Re 
Chawner’s Settled Estates (1892, 2 Ch. 192), by which a tenant 
for life was prohibited from granting a lease at less than the 
‘‘best rent” on the ground of past voluntary expenditure 
by the lessee. The circumstances under which capital 
moneys can be expended in the repair of buildings were 
considered in Re De Teissier’s Settled Estates (1893, 1 Oh. 
153); and the mode in which the powers of a tenant 
for life are to be exercised on behalf of an infant in Re Countess 
of Dudley’s Contract (85 Oh. D. 338). The human interest 
appears more clearly in Re Pollard’s Settlement (1896, 1 Ch. 901), 
where a married woman who had got into pecuniary difficulties 
sought, under section 39 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, to have 
a restraint on anticipation removed. Ounirry, J., declined to 
allow his hand to be forced by the circumstance that the appli- 
cant was in the toils of money-lenders, and he did not accede 
to her request. 

Lord Justice Ou1rry’s reputation was by no means confined 
to his performances as a lawyer. He was in his early 
days a distinguished athlete, and he several times rowed 
in the Oxford boat. His continued interest in the univer- 
sity race was shewn by his officiating for a considerable period 
as umpire. In this direction his distinction was shared by Lord 
Esuer, Lord Maonacuren, and Lord Justice A, L. Surru, And 
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his university days were marked also by brilliancy in the schools. 
He took a first class in classics and he was a fellow of Exeter. 
These early successes made him a good all-round man, and with 
his parentage—for he was born in the law—contributed to his 
forensic and judicial success. But it is asa judge that he will 
long be remembered. His place in the Court of Appeal will be 
filled—let us hope competently filled—but it will not be easy to 
forget that Lord Justice Currry is no longer there. 





In the Appeal Court No. 1, on Thursday, a touching tribute was 
paid to the late Lord Justice. 

The Lord Chancellor, who spoke with great emotion, the bar all 
standing, said: I do not think we can begin the business of the day 
without a few words from myself on behalf of the bench to express 
the deep feeling of grief which fills all our hearts at the great calamity 
that has fallen upon us. A great and distinguished judge has been 
removed fromour midst, Only last Friday he wassitting in his place, and 
it would be easy, indeed, to speak of the public loss we have all sustained, 
easy to point out how great his judicial qualities were, and easier still, 
I think, to shew how rare some of those qualities were, But the truth is 
one can hardly speak of him as a man without emotion, which, to some 
extent, interferes with the adequate expression of our feelings. I 
personally have had a life-long acquaintance with the learned judge, 
both at the bar and on the bench, and I think no one can fail to 
have observed the loyalty and straightforward manliness in the 
character of the friend we have all lost. We all must feel it. Is 
for my colleagues as well as for myself. A warm personal friendship 
existed between him and ourselves, and we cannot but feel the loss we 
have sustained. The only thing I can say is that for ourselves we could 
wish no better record to leave to those behind us—we could desire no re- 
cord for ourselves better than the devotion and reverence which exist in 
the minds of all those who knew him, and respect of all those by whom 
he was surrounded when he was thus suddenly taken to his rest. The 
whole bench and the whole bar are mourning his loss this morning. 
The Attorney-General, replying on behalf of the bar, said: My 
Lords, on behalf of the bar of England, I wish to say a few words 
in response to the eloquent words which have fallen so well from 
your lordship. My Lord, like your lordship, I can scarcely 
trust myself to speak of the loss the bar has sustained. Eton, 
Oxford, Lincoln’s-inn, the whole bar, the whole bench, are 
mourning with us at this moment. There are many standing 
in this court who, like your lordship, remembered CHITTY as 
a generous colleague, an honourable opponent, a true friend. 
Though some memories may possibly not go back so far as mine 
can, all remember him as the judge who gave to the advocate, 
however young he might be, patient attention and kind consideration. 
My Lord, he was the heir of a great name distinguished in English 
jurisprudence—a name distinguished and beloved by English lawyers. 
From bis earliest days to the end he added new lustre to that name. 
My Lord, it is true we can no longer enjoy that friendship, which 
was to us an inestimable privilege. We can no longer admire those 
qualities which so distinguished him as a man and as a judge. Rarely 
gifted—gifted as few men of my acquaintance have been—his gifts 
were increased by a simple-mindedness of disposition which added 
immensely to our feeling and appreciation of those gifts. As your 
lordship has said, he has medi away under circumstances which 
perhaps he himself would have wished, and one thing upon which we 
can, at any rate, pride ourselves, is that he has left the bench of 
England an addition to those almost priceless examples of all that is 
best in life and character of an English barrister, an English judge, 
and an English gentleman. ,' 

* 








REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


Tok AnNvuAL County Court Practice, 1899. FounxpEp on 
PoLLock AND Nicot’s AND HkrEywoop’s PRACTICES OF THE 
County Courts. Two VotumeEs. Edited by Wirt1am Crci 
SMYLY, Q.C., Judge of County Courts. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


_The current year’s edition of this work needs no lengthy notice. 
For though it presents some new features to which attention must 
be called, its well-known excellencies of treatment and arrangement 
remain substantially undisturbed. Vol, 1 now comprises the Work- 
men’s Compensation Rules, 1898, and the regulations for medical 
re fe rees under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. 
c. 37), which were made on the 2nd of last May by the Secretary of 
State and the Treasury. These are printed in Appendix G., at p. 
638 et seq., and referred to in the text at p. 517 e¢ seg. In order to 
make room for the introduction of this new matter without 
materially increasing the siz2 of the volume, the editor has, in the 





present edition, altogether omitted the forms of books to be kept by 
county court officers, prescribed by order 2 of the Courty Court 
Rules, 1889, and also the skeletons of the County Court Rales and 
Forms, 1892 to 1896. Moreover, with the same object apparently, 
he has consolidated into one schedule, forming Appendix L. of vol. 
1, the orders as to prisons made between 1889 and the 20th of July, 
1898. 

In vol. 2, which, it will be remembered, relates to the jurisdic- 
tion and practice of the county courts under special statutes, will 
now be found the practice under the Partition Acts and Settled Land 
Acts, which, in previous editions, was contained vol. 1. It 
likewise refers to such new statutes affecting the county courts as the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 65), the Merchant Shipping 
(Mercantile Marine Fund) Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict. c. 44), and the 
Inebriates Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict. c. 60). This last-named Act 
should obviously be mentioned in the table of coutents as contained 
in chapter 3 of vol. 2 

The cases decided in 1898 on county court jurisdiction and 
practice are, we believe, all duly noted in these volumes. Sometimes, 
howcver—as, for instance, in the citation at p. 296 of vol. 1 of 
Brune v. James (46 W. R, 257; 1898, 1 Q. B. 417), and of Me New 
Par Consols (46 W. R. 369; 1898, 1 Q. B. 573) at p. 408, n. (a), 
of vol. 2—the references to what was actually decided by the cases 
cited are hardly adequate. 

Weare glad to notice a considerable improvement in the index to each 
volume. That to vol. 1 now covers 113 pages, while that to vol. 2, of 
which we had formerly reason to complain, has also been recast. We 
would suggest that under the titles “‘ Stamps’’ or “‘ Appeal,” if not under 
both titles, it should be stated (in accordance with the recent case of 
Mander v. Ridgway, 44 W. R. 366; 1898, 1 Q. B. 501, referred to at 
pp. 244 and 404 of vol. 1) that there is no appeal from a judge’s 
ruling as to the sufficiency of a stamp on a document. 





a 
TRAMWAYS AND LIGHT RAILWAYS. 


Ture LAw SPECIALLY RELATING TO TRAMWAYS AND Licut RAILWAYS. 
By SeEwarD Brice, Q.C. Stevens & Haynes. 


Since the passing of the Light Railways Act, 1896, not a few text- 
books on the subject of that Act have been published. Mr. Seward 
Brice has combined in a book of moderate size a treatise on the law 
relating to tramways and to light railways, and has included the text 
of the Act already referred to, and of the Tramways Act of 1870, and 
the orders and regulations issued under both Acts. Tramways are 
treated in a fuller manner than are light railways, the latter subject 
having perhaps been included by way of supplement after the chapters 
dealing with tramways had been written; but in footnotes to these 
chapters the author has pointed out that as to many matters 
his observations are applicable to both eo of undertakings. 
In a few points the work is not quite up to date—for instance, it is 
hardly fair to leave the reader uninformed of the fact that many of 
the local authorities enumerated in Schedule A. of the Tramways 
Act are no longer known by the designations there used, the Metro- 
politan Board of Works having become merged in the London County 
Council, and local boards and improyement commissioners being now 
known as urban district councils. But, notwithstanding sundry 
blemishes of this nature, Mr. Brice’s book is a fairly complete treatise 
on the subject with which it deals. The volume concludes with what 
the author describes as ‘a collection of the most needful precedents 
and forms for the purposes of tramway and light railway 
legislation and business arrangements”; the draftsman will find 
these of much assistance. 





VACCINATION LAW. 
Fry's Law or Vacorarton. Sxvenri Eprrion. By A. F. 
VuLuiAmy, Clerk to the Ipswich Board of Guardians, Kuight 
& Co. 


This is a very complete and useful little book on vaccination 
law. The historical introduction is followed by the text of the 
Vaccination Acts of 1867, 1871, 1874, and 1898, each section being 
fully annotated. The orders and circulars of the Local Govern- 
ment Board issued since the passing of the recent Act have 
been added, and the work concludes with a chapter on the 
law affecting public vaccinators and vaccination officers. 
The notes to the Act of 1898 are, as might be expected, somewhat 
fuller than those to the earlier Acts, those to the much- 
vexed ‘conscientious objection” clause (section 2 of the Act of 
1898) being very elaborate. The author expresses the opinion that 
the expression ‘‘ two justices ia petty sessions”’ used in the section in 
question “‘no doubt meaus ‘acouart of summary jurisdiction con- 
sisting of not less than two justices sitting in petty sessions.’” We 
are not disposed to agree that no doubt attaches to the meaning of 
this expression. Tfa “court of summary jurisiiction” or “ petty 
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scssional court” had been intended it would have been easy to have 
used one of these well-understood expressions; some competent 
authorities take the view that the section merely requires the con- 
scientious objector to satisfy any two members of the court; the 
‘qrestion can hardly be considered to be free from doubt until it has 
been judicially determined, 





MARKETS AND FAIRS. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAws OF MARKETS AND FAIRS, WITH THE 
Privcrpau STATUTES RELATING THERETO. By J. G. PEAsE and 
HERBERT CHITTY, Barristers-at-Law. Knight & Co. 


This book deals with a subject which has not, so far as we are 
aware, been adequately treated by any modern lawyer. There is 
a vast amount both of common and of statute law bearing on markets 
and fairs, the nature of the franchise, its establishment and incidents, 
and the rights and duties of the bodies and individuals interested in its 
omg and regulation. In dealing with these matters the authors 

ve well acquitted themselves of a difficult task. The subject 
was rendered ripe for treatment by the reports of the royal com- 
mission on markets and fairs, published in 1889 and 1891, and the 
authors have availed themselves of the materials to be found in those 
reports ; they have a!so pursued their searches far and wide into old and 
modern reports, with the result that the case-law is exhaustively 
treated. The subject will not, perhaps, appeal to a wide circle of 
readers, but the book forms a very valuable repository of all the 
information a lawyer can require upon a difficult subject. It is, more- 
over, written in a lucid style and well arranged under appropriate 
headings. A fuller index would enhance the value of the work. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Students’ Guide to P:ileaux’s Conveyancing ; comprising Notes 
thereon, together with a Set of Test Qzestions, and Epitomes of the 
following Acts of Parliament: The Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874; 
the Conveyancing Acts, 1881, 1882, and 1890; and the Settled Land 
Acta, 1882, 1884, and 1890. By Joun INDERMAUR, Solicitor. Fourth 
Edition, founded on the 17th Edition of Prideaux. Geo. Barber, 
** Law Students’ Journal” Office. 


Awerican Law Review. January—February, 1899. Reeves & 
Turner. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
TILLING (LIM.) ¢. BLYTHE. No. 1. 1ith Feb. 


Pa uctice—Recervex—Eaviranite Execcrion—Stmmons ror Appoint ent 
or Recrtven—Perxsowat Sexvice—Orv. LXVIL., nu. 4, 5. 


Appeal from an order of Ridley, J., at chambers. The plaintiffs, having 
judgment against the defendant in default of appearance for 
£184, ied ex parte for the appointment of a receiver over certain 
property; but the judge at chambers held that the order should not be 
made ¢z parte, but upon summons. A eummons for the appointment of a 
receiver was thereupon taken out and rerved by filing it at the Central 
Office, in accordance with ord. 67, r. 4, which provides that ‘where no 
has been entered for a party all writs, notices, 
4, ordere, summonses, warrants, avd other documents, pro- 
ceedings, and written communications in respect of which personal cervice is 
not requisite may be cerved by filing them with the proper officer.” Ridley, 
J., upon this summons, made an order appointing a receiver, but when 
the order was taken to the Central Office the officials there refused to draw 
it up up tee ground that the summons bad not been personally served. 
ffs thereopm applied again to Ridley, J., when a statement of 
the practice at the Central Office was laid before him, and in accordance 
therewith he held that the summons must be personally served, and 
resanded his order. The p'aintiffs appealed. 
Tur Cover (A. L. Busru and Consixs, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
A. L. Susru, L.J., eid that in his opinion the order of Ridley, J., was 
Formerly theee orders for the appointment of a receiver were 
omaine’d on au +z parte application. It had been held by this conrt that 
tist was wrong, and tha: « summons ehould be taken out. That meant 
that a receivership order should not be made without notice to the other 
fp order that he might appear and oppose the order being made. It 
was sid thet the rales did not require pereonal service. That wae met by 
ol. Ci, r. 5, Which used the words “where personal rervice is required 
these rules or otaerwiee.”’ The present was an attempt to get rid of 
necessity of perwomal service. ¢ plaintiffs knew where the defendant 
lived, avd ff they failed to serve him personally, they could apply for an 
order tor mibstituted service. 


O11, 04., agreed. —Con nent, Morton Sinith, Boum trou, Il, Poskett, 
(Reporte! by W. ¥. Bacsy, Bartister-at-Law,} 





THE FIELD STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.) ». BURR. No. 1. 8th Feb. 


Marine Insvrance—Poticy on Surp—Carco rBNDERED WorTHLEss By 
Perits or THE Sea—Lianitiry or Unperwrirer on Suir ror Cosr or 
Discuarcine Cargo. 

This was an appeal from a judgment of Bigham, J. (reported 1898, 1 
Q. B. 821). The action was brought against underwriters to recover as for 
a partial loss under a time policy ona ship of the plaintiffs. The policy 
was on hull and materials, on machinery and boilers, valued at £10,000, 
and the perils insured against were the ordinary perils of the sea. During 
the currency of the policy the vessel was carrying a cargo of cotton seed 
on a voyage from Alexandria to London under a charter-party. On the 
20th of December, 1896, she arrived in the Thames, when, owing to a 
coliision with another vessel, she sustained such serious damage to her hull 
below the water-line that it became necessary to run her ashore in 
order to prevent her from sinking in a | water. During the next 
ten days part of her cargo was put into lighters, and by this means 
she was sufficiently lightened to enable her to be towed to the Tilbury 
Dry Dock, where she was temporarily patched. On the 5th of January, 
1897, she was towed to Millwall Dock, where it was intended that 
the remainder of her cargo should be discharged. It was found, how- 
ever, that, by the action of the water and mud which had found 
their way into the ship in consequence of the collision, the cargo had 
become rotten and offensive, and was a nuisance, and thereupon 
the sanitary authorities ordered the ship to abate the nuisance and to 
remove the cotton seed. In the meantime the owners of the cargo had 
abandoned the cargo to their underwriters, and neither the cargo owners 
nor their underwriters would pay freight or take delivery, alleging, as the 
fact was, that the cargo had ceased to be cotton seed and had become 
worthless. In these circumstances the plaintiffs made a contract with a 
firm of Samuel Williams & Sons, who were the owners of a pier at 
Dagenham, near the mouth of the river, to discharge the cargo and 
spread it out on some land at a short distance from the pier, at a 

ge of 5s. a ton. ‘The ship accordingly left Millwall Dock for 

Dagenham Pier, and the worthless cargo was there discharged by Samuel 

Williams & Sons. All claims against the defendants as underwriters 

on the sbip were settled except as to £1,046 12s. 10d., which sum consisted 

of —(1) £287 2s. 10d., charges incurred in dealing with the cargo between 

the date of the casualty and its arrival at Dagenham ; and (2) £759 103., 

being the charges of Samuel Williams & Sons for discharging and 

dispo:ing of the cargo at Dagenham. The action was brought against 
the underwriters to recover these two items of expenditure, the plaintiffs 
contending that, as the cargo had been destroyed by a peril insured 
against and had become a mere useless mass, the cost of cleaning 
out this useless mass, which was necessary for the purpose of repairing 
tte ship, must be borne by the underwriters, and, further, that 
the damage was damage to the ship by a peril insured against. 

The plaintiffs in the alternative claimed that they were entitled 

to recover the difference between what would have been the cost of dis- 

charging the cotton seed and the actual cost of discharging the rotten 
mass. Bigham, J., gave judgment for the defendants. The plaintiffs 
appealed. 

Tue Count (A. L. Surrn, Currry, and Coniins, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that to constitute a claim upon a marine 
policy covering hull and machinery against sea perils the assured must 
establish a deterioration to the bull and machinery by a sea peril. 
The question in this case was this: where the underwriter has paid 
every farthing’s worth of deterioration of the hull and machinery 
occasioned by the sea peril, what further claim has the shipowner 
against him’ The answer which seemed spontaneously to arise was that 
he had no further claim, and that was the judgment of Bigham, J. There 
were no authorities to the contrary, but it was argued in this cace that, 
inasmuch as by the sea peril the cargo became putrid and in such a state 
that the consignee was not bound to acceptit, and the shipowner had there- 
by lost his freight, the shipowner could recover the expences of discharging 
this | ree cargo from the underwriters of hull and machinery, because 
the discharge of the putrid cargo was made, not in order to deliver it to 
the consignee, but to enable the repairs to be done to the injured hull and 
machinery, and that this expense consequently formed part of the deteri- 
oration occasioned to the hull and machinery by the cea peril. In his judg- 
ment this argument was wholly unfounded. The underwriter of hu'l and 
machinery had nothing to do with the discharging of the cargo, and whether 
the cargo were such that the consignee was bound to receive it or not was 
wholly immaterial tohim. All he had to do under his contract was t» 
make good to the assured shipowner the deterioration occasioned to ths 
hull end machinery of his ship by a sea peril and nothing more. He was 
of opinion that the judgment of Bigham, J., was correct, and that the 
appeal ought to be dismissed. 

Onrrry and Cousins, L.3J., concurred.—Covnsut, Joseph Walton, Q.C., 
and Lewis Noad; Carver, Q.C., and Scruton, Bortcrrons, WV, A. Crump; 
Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, & Whatton. ? 


{Reported by ¥, G. Ruckun, Barrister-at-Law. } 
ELLIS v. DUKE OF BEDVORD. No. 2. 13th and Iith Feb. 


Paacticy—Pauties—Jowsven ov Posrnrives—Crass Acrions—Oommon 
Guounn ov Reisey—Rionts 1s» Mauxer—R, 8, 0, XVI, 1, 9. 


Tiles was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. (reported ante, p. 96). 
By the Act for the Regulation of Covent Garden Market, 1828 (9 Geo, 4, 
c, exiii.), certain cart stands were exclusively appropriated to the reception 
of wagous and garts belonging to growers of ‘ruit, lowers, vegetables, 
root», and herby it tolls and rent according to a #v) edule, and such growers 
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were to be deemed to be persons having preferential ts to resort to 
such stands under the provisions of the Act. ‘The exclusive or preferential 
tights claimed referred to what were called casual, yearly, and yearly 
pitching stands, each of the three classes of stands being subject to some- 
what different statutory provisions. The plaintiffs were six in number, 
and were all growers of fruit, vegetables, roots, or herbs, and frequenters 
of the market for the purpose of sale, and they complained that the 
defendant, who was the owner of the market, did not comply with the 
provisions of the Act relating to the stands and the exaction of tolls. They 
complained that they had each been refused stands when unlet, and also 
alleged excessive charges. They further alleged that. in each case of 
refusal of stands to any of the plaintiffs no objection had been made to 
such plaintiff as a proper tenant, but although several of such stands 
were unlet and growers were desirous of tenancies the defendant had 
stated his practice to be not to let such stands. The plaintiffs sued 
on behalf of themselves and all other growers of fruit, flowers, 
vegetables, roots, or herbs within the meaning of the Act of 1828, 
and claimed declaration that the defendant was not entitled to exclude 
them from the stands or to make the charges complained of, an 
injunction or injunctions, and an account of the sums charged to and 
paid by each of the plaintiffs during the past six years in excess of the 
statutory charges, and repayment of such excess to each of the plaintiffs 
accordingly. ‘The defendant took out a summons to set aside the writ, 
and all proceedings in the action, on the ground that the plaintiffs as 
having separate and distinct causes cof action could not join, and also that 
they could not, as private individuals, sue on behalf of a class of the public 
in respect of public or other statutory rights. Romer, J., held that the 
growers, as a class, had not any proprietary right in respect of the market, 
but only a public right which ought to be enforced by the Attorney- 
General. He aleo held that the six claims of the plaintiffs as individuals 
were not rightly joined. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tur Court (Linprey, M.R., and Ricsy, L.J.; Vavcnan Witiiss, L.J., 
dissentiente) allowed the appeal. 

Linpiey, M.R.—Romer, J., has held‘that this action is wrongly con- 
ceived, and that the only remedy open to the plaintiffs is that each should 
ste on his own grievance, or that the Attorney-General should sue on 
behalf of them all. To understand that view it is necessary to say a few 
words about the Act of Parliament. The action is brought by six persons 
on behalf of themselves and all other growers of fruit, flowers, and 
vegetables within the meaning of the Act against the Duke of Bedford. 
The plaintiffs claim to have certain semen pe rights in respect of certain 
various kinds of stands, and they claim, not as members of the general 
public, but as a section of the public against the rest of the public. If this 
is true, I do not see why come of these growers should not be at liberty 
to bring an action on behalf of themselves and other growers. I am not 
going to spell through the Act to see exactly what the rights of the growers 
are or who are meant exactly by the term “‘ growers.” If I could come to 
the conclusion from study of the Act that this action was frivolous, and that 
the growers had no rights at all, then perhaps the sooner the action is 
stopped the better, but [ cannot come.-to that conclusion. Take the case of 
the casual cart stands. I find that the growers have certain rights in 
respect of these stands, which are adverse to those of the public, and en- 
forceable at law. In my judgment it would be impossible for an action 
by a single grower to succeed unless he could prove a definite grievance, 
and the lord might ssy to him, ‘‘ You have no right under the Act 
to any particular stand,’’ and so play one grower oft against the other. 
The question at issue cannot be tried in an action by au individual grower, 
nor could it be done by an action by the Attorney-General unless some of 
the growers were made parties to the action, because the claim of the 
growers is against the public as well as against the owner of the market. 
The Attorney-General would not represent the growers, but he would 
represent the public against the growers. Again, the grievance alleged is 
not that any individual cannot obtain a stand, but that the Duke of 
Bedford denies that the growers have any rights at all. The same remarks 
apply to the cases of the yearly cart stands and the yearly pitching stands. 





Now, taking any one of these rights and disassociating it from the others, 
why should not an action be brought by some of these growers on behalf | 
of them all to test the right? I cannot conceive why they should not. It | 
seems to me that the growers, as a statutory class—that is, an indefinite | 
class on which the statute has conferred certain rights—have a common | 
interest and common rights. Going back before the Judicature Act, I do | 
not see why such an action should not have been allowed. The case of 
Weale v. West Middlesex Waterworks (1 Jac, & W. 358) has been relied on, | 
but the answer to that case is that the courts have advanced a long | 
way since that caso, and actions might be allowed now which would | 
not have been allowed then. Above all, now that under the Judicature 
Act you can have an action to declare rights apart from relief (see ord. 25, | 
r. 5), it appears to me impossible to say that one grower cannot bring an | 
action on behalf of himself and all other growers to assert ferential | 
rights which he says the whole class have, Jones v. Garcia De? Rio (Turner 
& R. 297) was also relied on, but that case has been to some extent 
modified in Beeching v. Lloyd (3 W. R. 364, 3 Drew. 227). Assuming the 
allegations in the statement of claim to be true, this case is within the 
principle of the decision in Warrick v. Queen’s College (19 W. R. 1098, 6 
Ob. App. 716), and apart from authority I should have thought there 
would have been no difficulty in some of the growers bringing an action to 
vindicate their rights. I do not say that this action is properly constituted, 
and in fact it is pevopealy constituted, because the growers are asserting 
a right against the public which the Attorney-General ought to be brought 
in to protect. Laving determined that one grower can sue on behalf of 
all in an action in respect of each of these rights, I now pass to the 
question whether they can combine these claims in one action. The right 
claimed here is a statutory preferential right, available for three Classes of 





stands, and I can find no reason why it should not be raised in one action 
instead of im three. There is nothing in point of law which 
necessary that there shall be three actions, each confined to one 
class of stands. In my opinion the proper course is to make the Attorney- 
General a defendant to represent the public as against the preferential 
ights of the growers. on Se ee undertaking to do this the appeal 


intiffs 
will be allowed, and the order of Romer, J., discharged. 

Ricuy, L.J., delivered ju it to the same effect. 

VavucHan Wiis, L.J., differed. He thought that the plaintiffs could 
not bring a representative action, because they were not members of a class 
having a common right, inasmuch as the Act was in his lordship’s 
judgment an Act for the regulation of Covent Garden market. and 
conferred no private rights whatever, and therefore no member of the 
public could bring an action upon it unless he wus able to poe a 
particular injury to himself as disti hed from other members of the 
public.—Counsg., Farwell, Q.C., and Prior ; Levett, Q.C., Danckwerts, and 
Gwynne James. Sortcrtors, H. B. Bell; Taylor, Son, § Humbert. 


{Reported by J. L. Srizurxc, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re F. HANDFORD & CO. No, 2. 10th and llth Feb. 


Marrrep Woman Trapine SeparatTe_y rroM Hussanp—Jvupemusxr Dest— 
Recetvinc Orpsr—Banxrurrcy—Marrmp Women’s Prorgary Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), s. 1 (5). 


The question in this case raiced a new point, and was whether a married 
woman trading separately from her husband in the name of a firm could be 
made bankrupt for non-compliance with a bankruptcy notice issued a 
judgment creditor of the firm. Messrs. Moore Bros. in October, 1898, 
signed final judgment under order 14 against the firm of Frances Handford 
&Co. An appearance tothe writ had entered by Frances Handford, 
trading as Frances Handford & Co, but she did not appear to the 
proceedings under order 14. On the hearing of a me gi sn 
presented by Messrs. Moore Bros. after non-compliance with a tcy 
notice to the debtor, the plaintiffs discovered for the first time that ‘Mrs. 
Handford was a married woman. The petition was opposed on two 
(1) that Mrs. Handford was not trading aopenstely from her husband ; and (2) 
that, having regard to the form of the judgment against a marri-d woman in 
Scott v. Morley (36 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D. 120, at p. 132), a receivinggorder 
could not properly be made on a bankruptcy petition founded on a judg- 
ment substan damien: a married woman. The registrar made a 
order, holding that Mrs. Handford was trading separately from her 
husband, and that judgment having gone by default she was estopped 
from opposing the petition. Mrs. Handford appealed. 

Tue Court (Lixptey, M.R., and Ricsy and Vavenan Wiciums, L.JJ.) 
allowed the a x 

LINDLEY, M. .—This case is a new and interesting one. We have a 
married woman trading under the name of a firm. She has a husband, 
but I shall assume for the purposes of this case that she is carrying on 
business separately from her husband. It may have been carried on 
by him as her attorney. Goods were supplied to her in the ordinary 
course of business by people who did not trouble to find out 
who owed the money. ot getting paid, they issued a writ under 
order 48 against the tirm, and got judgment in the ordinary couree against 
Frances Handford & Co. On that they issue a bankruptcy notice, and 
seek to make the lady a bankrupt. By eection 1 (5) of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, every married woman carrying on a trade 
separately from her husband shall, in respect of her separate property, be 
subject to the tcy laws in the same way as if were a feme sole. 
The question is, what is the legal effect of the judgment? In Soff v. 
Morley (ubi supra) the Court of A settled read pase form of j t 
against a married woman, and it been dec more than onc3 a 
married woman cannot be made a bankrupt on a judgment in that form. 
Although here the judgment is in the proper form, the married woman is 
not liable to be made pt on a summons to - That brings us 
back to the question, what is the effect of the judgment against a married 
woman trading asa firm? Under order 48 it is not difficult to see what 
is the effect ; it is a judgment against a married woman in a 
form. If you bring aa acti against a firm, you in truth brivg au action 
against the persons cons'ituting that firm ; it is really a judgment against 
the individuals; whether in enforcing it you can issue a A. fe. I leave the 
judgment creditors to decide. She cannot be made a bankrupt, and 
therefore the appeal must be allowed, but there will be no costs. 

Riony, LJ., agreed. : 

Vavenan Wruuiams, L.J., also agreed, and added that a proceeding by 
benkruptcy notice, which was substituted for the form r proceedings b 


y 
| way of debtor summons, which had the sume edject, was a pre 


proceeding ; and although on the filing of the petition the use of a 

tive or trade name ia which the proceeiings should be instituted was 
allowed, yet it was perfectly plain that in bankruptey tee uso of that name 
must be dropped, care being taken that the proceedings were in the name 
of a person. Appeal allowed.—Counsut, F. Cooper MWAs> Hazell, 
Sourcrrons, Jiwss § Bnrever > Burton, Yeates, ¢ Hart, for Diage @ Bilis, 
Birmingham, ~ 

[Reported by W. Suacicacss Gopparp, Barristerat-Law.! 


Re MOORE BROTHERS & CO. (LIM). No.2, Teh and Sth Fob, 


Comrany—Driascroxs— List or Contarnuronrss—Srarensyt iy Paostactes 
raat Drascrors wourn Taxk Suanns—Acanewanr—Lieurey co Page 
Sranes, 


Appeal from Wright J. The articles of association of the abore-namad 


company included the follo s 77. Until otherwise determinel 
by Spun meeting the BU OeE a AE directors shall uot be less “th a 
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a 
three nor more than six. The following gentlemen shall be the first 
directors of the company—viz., Alfred Watson, James Moore, William 
Moore, Henry Blatch Wells, Milton Bartholomew, Robert Colman. 78. 
The qualification of every director shall be the holding of shares or stock 
of the company of the nominal value of £500. At the first meeting of the 
directors held on the 28th of October, 1893, and attended by all the 
directors, the following minute was made: ‘‘The draft prospectus was 
approved and settled, and the secretary was instructed to place same ia 
the printer’s hands.’’ The prospectus as printed gave the names and 
addresses of the six directors, and contained the following statements : 
The capital of the company was “ 1,500 ordinary shares of £20 each (the 
whole of which will be taken by the directors), 750 £6 per cent. preference 
snares of £20 each, and 300 £5 per cent. debentures of £50 each.” ‘‘ The 
v-ndore, after discharging every liability up to the date of purchase, will 
re-invest the whole of the purchase-money in the company, principally in 
the ordinary stock, on which they will receive no dividend until the £5 
per cent. interest on the debentures and the £6 per cent. dividend on the 
preference shares have been paid. Seeing that—with the other directors— 
they take the whole of the ordinary shares, investors have the best possible 
assurance that every effort will be made to ensure the prosperity of the 
company’s business.”” Applications from the public were invited for the 
ference shares and the debentures. Three of the directors, Messrs. 
Watson, Wells, and Colman, having been placed on the list of contribu- 
tories in respect of ordinary shares by Romer, J., a question was afterwards 
raised in the liquidation of the company, on an application for a balance 
order against Mr. Bartholomew, whether he was liable on the faith of the 
statements in the prospectus to be placed on the list of ordinary share- 
holders. It appeared that none of the four directors named had ever had 
any shares allotted to them, nor had their names been placed on the register 
of members. The liquidator of the company applied to make Mr. 
Bartholomew liable for 367 ordinary shares, being the balance remainin 
after the vendors and others had taken up their shares. Wright, J., hel 
that the statement in the prospectus was evidence of an agreement by the 
directors to take all the ordinary shares not taken by the vendors, and that 
the four directors wire jointly and severally liable for the 367 shares. Mr. 
Bartholomew appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Lispiex, M.R., and Ricrny and Varcuan Wiis, L.JJ.) 
allow<d the appeal. 

Lispiex, M.R.—We differ from Wright, J., not from any desire to 
relieve Mr. Bartholomew, but we cannot agree with him unless we invent 
a contract, and we have no buriness to do that. Mr. Bartholomew is put 
on the list of contributories and is ordered to pay the calls. He resigned 
before the company was wound up, and was never registered as a share- 
holder. There is no trace of an agreement that he would take any 
definite number of shares, nor in real truth any definite agreement 
between him and the company. But there is a very important document 
from which it is said we must infer an agreement that he should have 
367 shares. That document is the prospectus. At the outside it is 
merely an expression that when the company is formed they will take 
the 1,500 thares. The company was formed on the 20th of October, 
1893, and on the 28th cf October the dircetcrs met. Mr. Bartholomew 
was pre-ent, the draft prospectus was there and instructions were given 
for it to be sent to the printer’s. If we had to consider the effect of the 
Prospectus, on the faith of the prospectus we must come to a conclusion 
favourable to the appellant. We have to consider whether there is 
satisfactory p:oof of an agreement to take shares. We cannot come to the 
same concla:ion as Wright, J., did. At the most it is some arrangement 
with the y by which if the public don’t take the shares the directors 
will Ins of being a it is at the outside only evidence that 
some agreement will be . An agreement which alone can justify us 
ia putting Mr. Bartholomew on the list of contributories cannot be got at. 
The appeal must be allowed. 

Bicex and Vacrcuax Wrix1sMs, L JJ., deliverel judgment to the same 
effect. A l allowed.—Covwser, Haldane, Q.C., and Gore Browne ; 
Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., and Sheldon; Whinney; T. L. Wilkinson. Soxictrtors, 
Ranger, Burton, & Frost; G. A. King ; Taylor, Hoare, & Pilcher, for Nodder 
§ Trethowan, Salisbury ; Long ¢ Gardiner, for Arthur Whitehead, Salisbury. 

“Reported by W. Suscicecss Guvvsny, Barrister-at-Law. 


Zz MORRIS. JAMES ¢. LONDON AND COUNTY BANKING CO. No. 2. 


Sth Feb. 


Baxsxatetcy—Brt or Excuaxcr—Paoor—Seccern Curpitror— 
Cossotipstics or Derts axp Secvutties. 


Appeal of the defendants from a decision of Romer, J. (reported 46 
W. K. 627 ; 1998, 2.Ch. 413). The question raised by summons was whether 
@ creditor holding four separate bills of exchange could lump them 
together and pat in one proof for the whole debt, or whether the bills must 
be considered 2s four distinct debts, dividends (after proof) being 
receivable only for the amounts secured by each bill respectively. The 
facts were as follows: The def-ndants were at the date of the creditor's 

hereinafter m«ntioned holders of four bills of exchange hereinafter 
rekcrred to a2 A, B,C, and D. A, B, and C were for £2,000 each, and D 
icx £1,000. Aacd C were drawn by Job & Co. in Newfoundland upon 
dd Eros. in Ungiand, pisable to order of the Commercial Bink of 
Newloundland, and were accepted by Job Bros. B and D were drawn by 
Cortasidge ‘n Nestoundlind upon Bemnett "ia Engiand, payable in like 
manner as A and €, and were aco d by Bennett. A, B, C, and D were 
severally endorse” try the bank to Prowse, Hall; & Morris, and by them to 
R., and by EB. to the defendants, all in the coarse and for value. 
The Je Yron., Bewmerst, and Goodridge became bankrupt or 
— instr , a the dctendagts proved against their respec- 


prow 
the emounte Cue ugor the Wille to which they were 





respectively parties. In ee. 1896, R. paid the defendants in 
respect of the said four bills £615 odd, forming part of the estate of Prowse, 
Hall, & Morris, which came into the hands of R., and the propriety of such 
yment was not disputed. The plaintiff was the trustee of a creditor’s 
eed entered into in April, 1895, by Morris, the debtor, who was the surviving 
partner of the firm of Prowse, Hall, Morris. The deed in effect provided 
for the distribution of that firm’s assets as in bankruptcy among the 
assenting creditors who would have been entitled to prove if the debtor 
had been adjudicated bankrupt as therein mention The defendants 
claimed under the deed against the estate of the firm for the amount of 
the four bills of exchange with noting expenses, after deduc‘ing the sum 
of £615 odd, making a total of about £6, Upon their proofs against 
the various parties to the bills, the defendants received amounts in respect 
of the bills B and D exceeding the amounts due on such bills, with noting 
expenses and interest, by £373 odd and £192 odd respectively. The 
defendants had not received payment in full of either of the bills A and O, 
and the whole amount received by them was less than the whole amount 
due in respect of the four bills. Under these circumstances the plaintiff 
claimed that the defendants were not entitled to any further dividends 
from the estate of Prowse, Hall, & Morris in respect of bills B and D, and 
that the sums of £373 and £192 should be repaid by the defendants to the 
plaintiff, and that the defendants should be ordered to deliver up the bills 
to the plaintiff. The plaintiff had paid the defendants by way of dividend 
from the estate of Prowse, Hall, & Morris the sums of £365 and £182 10s. 
in respect of the bills Band D, but did not know at the time of such 
payment how much had been received by them in respect of the bills. 
Romer, J., held that the defendants were not entitled to retain the 
surplus beyond the amount due on either of the two overpaid bills and 
oe it to payment of the debts on the other bills. The defendants 
appealed. 
con Covnr (Linpiey, M.R., and Ricsy and Vaveuan Witi1ams, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linptey, M.R.—In this case I think the view taken by Romer, J., is 
right. Although itis one proof for £6,480, it is substantially a proof on 
four bills. It is a mere matter of convenience that they are lumped 
together. Now, when we look at these four bills it appears to me that it 
becomes of some importance to trace out the persons from whom dividends 
have been obtained in respect of them. [His lordship then traced the 
dealings in the bills, and continued :] The right of the bank was to prove 
on the four bills, and they had no other right. Remembering that the 
moneys have been paid in respect of these bills by different people, it 
becomes necessary to consider who they are, and we find there is nota 
single piyment by anybody except by persons who were under 
liability to Prowse, Hall, & Morris to pay. That being the case it 
does appear to me to be very extraordinary that because the proof 
was admitted for one eum of £6,000 odd, instead of four sums aggregating 
that amount, the rights of the parties should be in any way altered. We 
must not te misled or misguided by the fact that one proof has been 
admitted and acted upon before anything turned upon it; but when we 
find that the bank has received more than 203. in the pound on the bills 
under a mistake, they must account for the excess. So far as the 
authorities go, I think Ez parte Barratt (1 Gl. & J. 27) is much nearer in 
point than any of the other authorities. The appeal must be dismissed 
with costs. 

Riexry, L.J., was of the same opinion, and thought that Ex parte Barratt 
(ubi supra) was consistent with the other authorities and ought to be 
followed. 

Vavonan Wiis, L.J., agreed, and added that with regard to proof 
on the bankrupt’s estate, according to bankruptcy practice no one was 
entitled or allowed to take advantage of the form of the proofs. Appeal 
dismissed.— Counse., Neville, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie ; Levett Q.C., and 
F. Thompson. Sorscrtons, Harries, Wilkinson, § Raikes ; Simpson, Cullingford, 
Partington, & Holland. 

[Reported by W. SHaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re X. X.v. ¥. No. 2. Ist Feb. 


Isvast — Guarpiansuip — Motuen Sore Surviving Gvuanpran — Re- 
MARRIAGE or Morner—Arrointment or ADDpDITIONAL GuAKDIAN— 
Discrxtion oy Covur—Gvanrpiansuir or Inrants Act, 1886 (49 & 50 
Vacr, c, 97), s. 3. 

Appeal of the defendant from Kekewich,J. By his will dated the 10th 
of Merch, 1886, X. appointed the defendant (his wife) during her widow- 
hood and bis father (since deceased) to be the guardians of bis infant son, 
The testator also stated, in reference to the education of his son, that he 
should wish him at the age of nine to go to a first-class private rchool 
(approved by the guardians), and at twelve to go to Eton College, to 
Mitchell’s house if possible, and then, if found practicable with his going 
into the Foot Gusrds, to go to the University of Oxford. The teetator 
considered it was most important for his son to get into the Brigade of 
Guards at as early an age as possible, and if he could not get a com- 
mission in the Grenadiers, the testator would choose next she Coldstreams, 
and failing them the Scots Guards, The testator bequeathed to his trustees 
bis share and interest io a legacy of £50,000, and in a residue, and directed 
them to pay to his wife during widowhood a sum of £3,000 per annum, 
and subject to the ennuity be left the legacy and share of residue to his 
infant son absolutely on attaining the age of twenty-five years. The 
surplus income to arise from the said sum of £50,000 and share of residue 
over and above the annuity was to be accumulated until his son attained 
the age of twenty-five years, or for such lesser period as the law would 
allow, after the testator’s decease, The residue of his property he left to 
his son absolutely on attaining twenty-one, with full powese of maintenance, 
The testator died on the 9th of April, 1886, and hiv will was proved on 
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the 14th of April, 1887. On the 2nd of June, 1896, the widow married 
again, her second husband being a Roman Catholic. The mother con- 
tinued a Protestant, and the infant was being brought up as a Protestant. 
On the 9th of November, 1897, the grandmother of the infant as bis next 
friend took out a summons asking for the appointment of an uncle of the 
infant by marriage as guardian during his minority to act jointly with bis 
mother. There was no suggestion of improper conduct on the part of the 
mother. Kekewich, J, on the hearing of the summons made the order 
as prayed. The defendant (the mother of the infant) appealed. — 

HE Court (Linpizy, M.R., and Ricsy and Vaveuan Wi..tams, L.JJ.) 
heard the appeal in camera, and allowed it. They said that the Guardian- 
ship of Infants Act, 1886, had revolutionized the law as to the guardian- 
ship of infants, and given the mother of an infant whose father was dead 
new rights. Underthe Act she was sole guardian, or joint guardian with 
any appointed by the father, and the court had power, in its discretion, 
from time to time to appoint a guardian or guardians to act jointly with 
the mother. But the court would not interfere without good and sufficient 
reason, and unless it were obviously for the benefit of the infant. Before 
the Act, if the mother, being a guardian, married again, an inquiry might 
be ordered as to whether she should be continued, but that practice would 
not be continued under the Act of 1886. Here there was no ground 
whatever for the interference of the court, and the order of Kekewich, J., 
mutt be discharged. Appeal allowed.—CounseL, Sir Edward Clarke, Q.C., 
Warrington, Q.C., and Howard Wright; Renshaw, Q.C., and Vaughan 
Hawkins ; P. S. Stokes. Soxscrrors, Freshfields § Williams ; Farrer § Co. ; 
Parker § Parker. 

[Reported by W. SuAticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


UNDERWOOD & SONS (LIM.) ». BARKER. No.2. 18th and 31st Jan. 


Restraint oF TrapE—Covexant— VALIDITY—REASONABLENESS— 
INJUNCTION. 


Appeal of the defendant from a decision of Kekewich, J. The plaintiffs 
were wholesale and retail hay and straw merchants, carrying on business in 
the United Kingdom and other countriés. By an agreement, dated the 
26th of October, 1897, the plaintiffs agreed to employ the defendant as 
their clerk and foreman in Calais or elsewhere at a weekly wage of 35s., 
and the defendant agreed to do all in his power for the furtherance of. the 
plaintiffs’ interests, and in particular he covenanted that he would not 
** for the space of twelve months next after his leaving or being dismissed 
carry on the business of hay and straw merchant, or enter into the service 
of or act as agent for any person or persons carrying on the business of 
hay and straw merchant in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Treland, or in France, or in the kingdom of Belgium, or Holland, or in 
the Dominion of Canada,” and further, that for the space of five years 
after leaving the plaintiffs’ employ he would not, either on his own account 
or as agent for others, carry on directly or indirectly the business of hay and 
straw merchant or other like business in the Republic of Francs, and in the 
event of any breach of such covenant he would pay to the plaintiffs the sum 
of £500 as and for liquidated damages and not by way of penalty. Under 
the agreement the defendant was employed at Calais for > four 
months (having been previously employed by the plaintiffs on several 
separate occasions in 1890) ; after this he was removed to London at an 
increased salary. The defendant remained in the plaintiffs’ employ until 
the 12th of November, 1898, when he voluntarily left their employ and 
entered the service of a Mr. Kitts, hay and straw merchant, of Mark-lane. 
The plaintiffs thereupon commenced this action, and moved for an 
interlocutory injunction in terms of the restrictive covenant contained in 
the agreement, Kekewich, J., made the order as prayed. 

Tue Covrr (Linptey, M.R., and Ricny, LJ., dissentiente Vavauan 
Wiis, L.J.) dismissed the appeal. 

Jan. 31.—The following written judgments were delivered. 

Lixviry, M.R.—Before referring to the facts I will state the principles 
of law which are applicable to this case. The law as now settled cannot, 
in my opinion, be more accurately expressed than it was by Lord 
Macnaghten in Nordenfelt v. Maxim-Nordenfelt Guns and Ammunition Co. 
(Limited) (1894, A. C. 535, 565). He there says: ‘‘The true view at the 
present time, I think, is this: The public have an interest in 
every person’s carrying on his trade freely; so has the individual. 
All interference with individual liberty of action iu trading, and 
all restraints of trade of themselves, if there is nothing more, 
are contra to public policy, and therefore void. That is the 

eneral rule. But there are exceptions; restraints of trade and 

terference with individual liberty of action may be justified by the 
special circumstances of a particular case. It is a sufficient justification, 
and indeed it is the only justification, if the restriction is reasonable— 
reasonable, that is, in reference to the interests of the parties concerned 
and reasonable in reference to the interests of the public, so framed and 
so guarded as to afford adequate protection to the party in whose favour it 
is imposed, while at the same time it is in no way injurious to the public.”’ 
Time was when all agreements in restraint of trade or liberty to work were 
regarded as against public —- and invalid, But this view of the law 
was found mischievous and intolerable, and it was gradually disclaimed 
and modified. The modern doctrine, as I understand it, is that if an 
agreemeut restraining a person trom carrying on business is injurious to 
the public interests of this country, such agreement is invalid to the extent 
to which it is injurious, but not further, if it is so framed as to permit of 
division into two portions, one of which is good and the other bad. See 
as to this Baines v. Geary (36 W. R, 98, 35 Ch. D, 154) and Maxim Norden- 
felt Guns and Ammunition Co. v. Nordenfelt (41 W. R. 604; 1893, 1 Ch. 630), 
where the clause was severable, and Perils v. Saalfeld (40 W. R. 548; 1892, 
2 Ch. 149), where it was not, Further, it is now settled that, unless there 


are circumstances shewing some reasonable ground for imposing a 











restriction on a person’s to do what he can for his own support; 
such restriction will be held not 


q him. According to this 
doctrine an agreement in restraint of tendo which te wider then is reason- 
ably necessary for the protection of the perzon seeking to enforce 


it is invalid so far as it is wider than is so nece , and this may 
invalidate the whole restraint sought to be im if the clause 
imposing it is eo framed as not to be severable. See the two last- 
mentioned cases and Rogers v. Maddocks (1892, 3 Ch. 346, 41 W. R. Dig. 


207). But where an agreement restraining a person from 
business is entered into with another person in a similar 

for the purpose of protecting him from rivalry in that business, and is 
wider than is reasonably necessary for his protection in that business, it is 
difficult to imagine the circumstances which can render such agreement 
injurious to the public interests of this country. As pointed out by Lord 
Macnaghten in Nordenfelt’s case (1894, A. C., p. 566-67), what may be 
reasonable on the sale of a business may be unreasonable on the departure 
of a man from the service of his employer; but I donot understand him as 
saying that a restriction that is reasonably necessary for the protection of 
@ man’s business can be held invalid on grounds of public policy unless 
some specific und can be clearly established. If there is one thing 
more than ~aeler which is essential to the trade and commerce of this 
country it is the inviolability of contracts deliberately entered into; and to 
allow a person of mature age, and not imposed upon, to enter into a 
contract, to obtain the benefit of it, and then to repudiate it and the 
obligations which he has undertaken is, primd facie at all events, contrary 
to the interests of any and every country. Ofcourse, I am not speaking of 
contracts induced by fraud, duress, or undue influence, or im on 
any other recognized ground of invalidity. Omitting all such cases, the 
public policy which allows a person who obtains employment on certain 
terms understood and to by him to repudiate his contract conflicts 
with and must for some sufficient reason prevail over the manifest public 
policy which, as a rule, holds him to his bargain. I do not say that no 
such case can arise even where the terms im a restriction on his liberty 
no wider than mentioned above, but at this moment no example of such a 
case short of some pernicious monopoly occurs to me. In Dubowski v. 
Goldstein (44 W. R. 436 ; 1896, 1 Q. B. 478) the court, influenced no doubt 
by these considerations, treated the reasonableness of the restriction for 
the protection of the employer as the general practical test in cases of this 
description. The fact that the person restricted is out of work, and is 
seeking employment, and is therefore at a disadvantage in making a 
bargain, cannot be a ground for holding his bargain invalid unless some 
unfair advantage is taken of his position; and so long as his bargain is 
reasonable, having regard to the protection of the employer, it cannot be 


truly said that any unfair advantage is taken. In this ps case 
oppression is not even suggested; nothing could be more kind and con- 
siderate than the treatment of the defendant by the plaintiffs. I can find 


no circumstance to relieve the defendant from his bargain on the ground 
of public policy if the restraint put upon him is no wider than is required 
for the protection of the plaintiffs in their business. This question turns 
on the nature of their business and on the true construction of the con- 
tract, and to these I will now allude. [His lordship stated the facts and 
read the contract, and continued :] The defendant’s counsel asked us to 
put a very far-fetched, and I think unreasonable, construction on this 
contract. He contended that if the defendant in avy part of the world 
acted for any hay merchant carrying on business in any of the enumerated 
countries the defendant would be guilty of a breach of his contract. But, 
as pointed out in Dubowski v. Goldstein (wbi supra), the contract must be 
construed with reference to the business of the plaintiff: which it was the 
object of the parties to protect. This is good law and good sense, 
guided by this principle, I am of opinion that the restriction 
the defendant is not wider than is reasonably req | for th 
of the pla‘ntiffs, regard being had to the nature of their business and the 
injury which the defendant could inflict upon them by competing wil 
himself or by entering into the service or acting as the agent of rival hay 
merchants in the countries where they carried on their business. The restric- 
tion is hmited to a year and, as I read the agreement, to the places specified 
init. Itis to be taken as proved that it is important to the plaintiffs that 
their rivals should not know either to whom the plaintiffs sold their 
or where they got it from. The defendant was engaged as their 
and foreman, and would, whilst acting as such, obtain mformation 
these matters, and such information would, | it or ag toa mi 
trade, greatly benefit him and proportionately injure the plaintiffs. 
circumstances appear to me to dis this case from 
Byrne (5 M. & W. 548), which is nearer the present case than 
other. There the plaintiffs were coal merchants and the defendant 
their town traveller and collecting clerk, and he agreed not to follow or 
be gel in the business of a coal merchant for nine months after he 
should leave the plaintiffs’ employ. This agreement was held invalid on 
the ground that it was unlimited in point of space. This case was much 
discussed in Nordeyfeit’s case (wdi supra), The restraint was considered 
unreasonably wide, and I think that it wasso; but after Veedegfiit’s 
case (wdi supra) it does not follow that all agreements not to carry on or be 
employed in a partioular business anywhere in this country am 
necessarily against public policy aud therefore invalid. The question ja 
each case is whether such a restriction is reasonable or not in the sense 
already explained, If it is reasonable in this eense it will De valid unless, on 
some other ground than its application to the whele of the United 
Kingdom, it can be held to be against public policy, In the face of the 
aintiffs, and m the absence of all evidence to 


evidence adduced by the 
contradict or modify it, I do not feel compelled by Wend v. Byree (wks 


fs 


: 


supre) to hold the restraint in the present oase unreasonable so far as this 
country is concerned, which js the material question, for the defendant has 
red. the service of a rival of the plaintd 


ente in this couvtry, If the 
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restraint is unreasonable as to the foreign countries named, which I:do not 
till the agreement as to them is clearly severable from that 
which relates to this country. The parties having agreed that 
this appeal shall be treated as an appeal from a judgment on the trial, an 
must be granted in the terms of the contract and the defendant 

must be ordered to pay the costs of the action and of this appeal. 

Ricsy, L.J., read a judgment to the seme effect. 

Vavcuan Wit11aMs, L.J.—I have arrived at a different conclusion, I 
cannot think that the rule of law, that all covenants in restraint of trade 
or binding an individual not to earn his living in the best way he can are 
prima facie (if there is nothing more) contrary to public policy and there- 

has been rescinded by recent decisions. Nor can I think that, 
when it is said that the only test by which to determine the validity or 
in of such a covenant given for valuable consideration is its 
I for the protection of the trade or business of the covenantee, 
it is intended to leave out of consideration the question whether the par- 
ticular covenant is such as to be calculated to injure the public. The 
ruling case as to the validity of such contracts at the present time is 
Nordenfelt v. Maxim- Nordenfelt, §c., Co. (ubi supra), which was decided by 
the House of Lerds in 1894, and I think that, if the reasons for that 
decision given by the noble lords are looked at, it is reasonably clear that 


of trade or in restriction of the right of every citizen to earn his livelihood 
by any lawful industry had ceased to exist, and that no one of them 
considered that the test of the reasonableness of the contract for the 
protection of the contractee can be applied to the exclusion of the con- 
sideration of how far the contract restraining individual liberty has a 
tendency injuriously to affect the interests of the public. Before calling 
attention to certain passages appearing in the reasons given by the 
respective noble lords, [ should like to call attention to the fact that in the 
case then before the House the covenant in respect of which the question 
arose as to its validity or invalidity as being a covenant in restraint of 
trade was a covenant entered into by the vendor of a world-wide busine:s 
not to. carry on anywhere in competition with the buyer the - business 
which he was selling to him, whereas in the case now before the court the 
contract as to which the question arises as to its validity or invalidity as 
being a contract contrary to the policy of the law is a contract given by a 
servant to his master as a condition of his employment. This difference 
between the case in the House of Lords and the present case seems to 
me 5, ya because in the decision of questions of this sort one 
always to balance two considerations against each other, the one 
i the interest of the public in maintaining the rules of fair 
dealing between man and man, the other being the consideration of the 
interest of the public in maintaining liberty of individual action, and it 
seems to me that in the case of the sale of a business, while the public 
have the deepest interest that the contract by the seller not to compete 
with the buyer shall be fairly carried out, the restraint impozed by the 
contract upon liberty of individual action is so slight as to be of no public 
interest whatever, whereas in the cace of master and servant the servant 
does not enter into the contract with the same freedom of choice as that 
i buys a business, and tte reetraint on the servant 
from earning his livelihood in the manner best suited to his capacity seems 
to me to be a restriction of individual liberty in which the public have a 
interest. [His lordship then considered the Nordenfelt case (ubi supra) 
the terms of the employment of the defendant by the plaintiffs in the 
present and concluded :] In the present case I find nothing to the 
advantage of the public to counterbalance the disadvantage to the public 
of the restrictive covenant. The maintenance of the rules of fair dealing 
between man and man is not, in my opinion, sufficient in a case where the 
covenant is of such a character that the master ought not to have required 
it of the person ceeking employment, and I think that a covenant that the 
eovenantor will not carry on or enter into the service of those carrying on 
that business in which his life previous to the engagement has been passed 
is of such a chasacter.—Appeal dismissed.—Cotnset, Dobb; Edward 
Clayton. Sorscrtoxus, Hatchett, Jones, § Co. ; Ruston, Clark, & Ruston. 


[Beported by W. Sasticaces Govpaxp, Barristct-at-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
SANTLEY v. WILDE. Byme, J. 7th Feb. 


Mostcace—Revemrrion—Coriatrenan Apvaxtace—Pxovistoxy ron Par- 
MEXTS OF Rests to Montcacer arten True von Payment or Last 
Ixeratment oy Putscrvat—Tenpex ov Putxctrar, Inrenvst, axp ‘Costs 
Arter Norice to Pax Orv—Wrraveawat or Norice—Costs. 


This was an action by a mortgsgor for redemption, and the 
taised was whether certain provisions of the mortgage deed 
invalid as imposing a fetter upon the right toredeem. On the 23rd 
October, 1895, the plaintiff, being then underlesxe of the Royalt 
with an option to purchase her lessors’ term, which had un 
on eum, ogee = a res t with were pear he should 
provide | wi money, £2,000, exercising the option, to be 
by a legal mortgage of the lease so purchased, and the yg 4 
ded to contain @ fcr peyment to Wilde of one-third of t 
profits received plaintiff from her under-tenants during the residue 
term, afrangement was carried ou’, and on the 13th of 
1895, a deed was executed which provided for payment of 
the £2,000 ef equal quarterly payments, the first to be made 
on the 25th » 1895 (x0 that the whole debt would be paid in 


: ifeike 


g 
fF 


1900), and for t of interest on the amount from time to time duc, 
ard also geoviliel tha 


t the mortgagor (i.4., the plaintiff) would during the 





residue of the term of the lease, notwithstanding that all principal moneys 
and interest might have been: paid, pay to the mortgagee (i.¢., the defend- 
ant) one third part of the profit-rents of present or future subleases of the 
premises, as and when received by the mortgagor. By the same decd the 
plaintiff demised the premises to. the defendant for the residue of the term, 
except the last day, subject to subsisting tenancies. The deed contained a 
peowse for redemption upon payment. by the plaintiff of the £2,000 and 
erest, and all the other moneys thereinbefore covenanted by her to be paid, 
and a provision that the defendant would not call.in the loan, if the instal- 
ments were paid within thirty days of their falling due with the interest, 
and if the covenants on the plaintiff’s part were duly observed by the 
ntiff, and contained divers other provisions. On the 20th of August, 
897, there was owing in respect of instalments £350, and this defendant 
served on the plaintiff a notice to pay off within three calendar 
months the principal moneys and interest owing to him on the mort- 
gage, ard that, in default, he intended to rell the premises, and 
that he required her to pay the instalments and interest then due to him, 
and that, in default, he would go into possession and appoint a receiver. 
On the same day the plaintiff paid the arrears of instalments and offered 
to tw the arrears of interest, which, however, she in fact paid later. The 
plaintiff afterwards declined to allow the notice to be withdrawn, and gave 
notice to pay off the principal and interest, and made a tender of the 
amount. This being refused, the aboveaction was brought for redemption 
on payment of the £2,000 and interest. The defendant counterclaimed 
that for the residue of the term, notwithstanding payment of the principal 
and interest, he was entitled to one-third of the profit- rental. 

Byrne, J., after referring to the rule as laid down by Lindley, M.R , in 
Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 1898, 2 Ch. 307, 321), said there was no rule 
that a mortgagee might not stipulote for a collateral advantage, so that such 
advantage were fair and reasonable, and so that it did not prevent redemp- 
tion on payment of principal, interest, and costs. Stipulations might be law- 
fully introduced into a mortgage which would have the effect of regulating 
the time and manner of redemption. Nevertheless, if a transaction were 
in form and substance one of mortgage or loan on security, and the mort- 
gage contained a provision which had the effect of preventing redemption 
of the mortgaged property on payment of agony we interest, and costs, in 
accordance with the bargain for repayment of these amounts, such pro- 
vision wasinvalid. His lordship did not think that the provi-ion, though 
unenforceable in a foreclosure or redemption action, might be otherwise 
effectual, as was contended before him. Any such provision could 
not enable the mortgagee, in his opinion, to maintain any action for 
specific performance or account or for damages. ‘The fact that upon 
redemption the mortgagee would be bound to deliver up his securities, and 
would no longer bave the documents upon which to sue at law, seemed to 
him to be inconsistent with the contention that a mortgagee could sue on 
a covenant or stipulation invalid upon equitable grounds. The deed 
before him did not in terms provide that the whole principal sum shou'd 
become due in default of payment of instalments, but, in his lordship’s 
judgment, it was a mortgage with certain provisions making the mortgaged 
property practically irredeemable. His lordship referred to the provisions 
for the payment of one third of the profits after the principal, interest, and 
costs should have been discharged, and for securing such payment. He 
could not sever the provisions in question. His lordship also held that 
the defendant was entitled to serve the notice, and the plaintiff to hold the 
defendant to his notice, and gave judgment for the plaintiff on the claim 
and counterclaim. He made no order as to costs, as to which see Kinnaird 
v. Trollope (42 Ch. D. 610, pp. 619-20), and cases there considered.— 
Counsrer, Eve, Q.C., and ad B. Terrell; Hughes, Q.C., and R. J. Parker. 
Soxicrrors, Fladgate § Co.; Page § Scorer. 

[Reported by J. F. Waxev, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. JUSTICES OF BUCKINGHAM. Div. Court. 13th Feb. 


Vaccination—Certivicate oy Exemprion—Evipence—Cerrivicate ovr THE 
Brxtu or THE Curtp—Vaccrination Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 49), 8. 2. 
This was a rule nisi calling on the justices to shew cauee why they should 

not hear and determine an application made by Arthur Bedford for a 

certificate of conscientious objection under section 2 of the Vaccination 

Act, 1898, in respect to his two children. On the 19th of October, 1898, 

the applicant applied to the justices for a certificate. The ju;tices 

declined to grant the certificate unless the applicant produced the certifi- 
cates of the birth of the two children in respect of which the application 
was made. On the 2nd of November the applicant made a similar 
application, which was refused for the seme reason. On the 16:h of 

ovember the applicant made a third application. He did not produce the 
certificate, but tendered himself and wife as witnesses of the birth of 
the children. ‘The children themselves were al.o producegl in court. ‘The 
justices again refused the application on the ground that the birth 

certificates were not uced. It appeared that the justices had made a 

rule for their own guidance that a certificate of the birth of the child ia 

respect of which an application for a cerlificate of conscientious objection 
under section 2 of the Vaccination Act was made, should be produced before 
such certificate should be granted, It was contended on behalf of the appli- 
cant that there was nothing in the Act authorizing the justices to make such 

a rule, which in effect impoeed the cost of the certificate asa fine upon 

all a and that sy ge having tendered the evidence. of 

hhimoctt and his wife, which was best evidence of the fact of the birth 
of the children, was entitled to be heard. Tt was further contended that 
the application having been made within four months from the pa slug of 
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the Act, the dates of the birth of the children were immaterial, because 
sub-section 2 of section 2 of the Act substituted, in the case of children 
born before the passing of the Act, the od of four months from the 
passing of the Act for four months from the birth of the child as the period 
within which the application must be made. 

Tue Covrr (Lawrance and Onannett, JJ.) discharged the rule, 

Lawrance, J., said that it was important to identify the child in respect 
of whom the application was made, and by far the most convenient way 
of doing so was by requiring the production of a birth certificate as the 
justices had done in this case. 

CuanNELL, J., said that the justices were entitled to require the birth 
certificate, and to make a ru'e to that effest, unless some reason were 
shewn why it could not be produced. They would want such a certificate 
for the purpose of drawing up a proper order.—CovunsgL, Schultess Young. 
Soutcrror, Alabone Cheverion. 


[Reported by C. G. Winsranam, Barrister-at-Law.) 


MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF LEEDS v. ARMITAGE. Div. Court. 
14th Feb. 


Loca Government—SrreztT—Pavine, &c.—Worxs Becun wy Locar 
Avtnontry Berore Notice Servep on Ong or THE FrontaGEers—Oory 
or Notice Svusssaventity Given 1o Dersnpant— Wuetuer Loca 
Avtuority Can Recover Expenses rrom DerenpAnt or Work Done 
Arter Norice so Given. 


Appeal from the Leeds county court judge, who had given judgment for 
the defendant. The action was brought by the Corporation of Leeds to 
recover the expenses of ¢ertain paving works done by them from the 
defendant, who had property fronting on the street in question. The 
action depended on the provisions of section 135 of the Leeds Improvement 
Act, 1842, and section 69 of another Leeds Improvement Act of 1893, 
which sections were similar in scheme to the provisions contained in sectiou 
150 of the Public Health Act, 1875, and the question raised by the appeal 
was the validity of the defence. Certain flagging, channelling, and 
paving were required to be executed in this road, notice on the 
adjoining owners to do the work was served in May, 1896. Through 
some mistake no notice was terved on the owner of the property 
of which the defendant became the owner in September, 1896. 
The work was begun in March, 1897, but the paving had 
not quite reached the defendant’s property when he called at the 
office of the highway department and request«d to know on what authority 
the work was being executed. The following day he was served with a 
copy of the old notice and the work was stopped for some two months in 
order to give him time to decide if, in accordance with the notice, he 
would do the work himself. The defendant did nothing and the corpora- 
tion subsequently finished the paving. The expenses having been 
apportioned, the action was brought to recover from the defendant the 
cost of the work which had been done after the notice had been served on 
him. The county court judge found that there had been no service of the 
order to do the work in accordance with the provisions of the Act of 
Parliament and he held that the action was not maintainable. The 
appellants contended that the notace or order of the was bind- 
ing, even though the defendant could not comply with it, on the point of 
payment. They said also that if after the copy of the notice had been 
served upon the defendant he objected to be bound by it, he should have 
lodged his appeal within the time prescribed by the statute, that not 
having done +0, he was estopped from disputing his liability: Wake v. 
Mayor of Sheficld (12 Q. B. D. 142). Counsel for the respondent was not 
called upon to argue. 

Tue Courr (Lawrance and Cxannext, JJ.) dismissed the ol. The 
defendant at the trial had pleaded that it was impos-ible for him to have 
done the wo:k himself, siace a part of it had in fact ‘been done by the 
corporation before the receipt of the notice had been served on him. 
Moreover, it was impos-ible for him to have completed what was left 
unfinished, becauce the corporation had ay some 100 tons of stone in 
heaps beside the whole of his flagging. By the Public Health Act, 1875, 
before a local authority could themselves execute work of this character 
they were required by statute to give the frontager the opportunity of 
doing the necessary work himself. No such alternative course had been 
left open to the defendant iu the present instance. The appellants had 
therefore acted against the express provisions of the statute; aud, the 
defence being good in point of law, the appeal failed, and would be dis- 
missed with costs. Leave to appeal granted.—Counsen, George Banks ; 
J. A. Compston. Soxtcrrors, J. Harrison, Town Clerk, Lecds; Seratcherd, 
Hopkins, § Middlebrooks, Leeds. 


{Reported by Exsxive Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WIX v. RUTSON. Bruce, J. 13th Feb. 


Lanvitorp anp Tenanr—Covenant to Pay Cuarces aNp AssnssMenta— 
Mernroro.is —- Paving Exrunses—ArvortionMgent ON Owner—Recovery 
rrom Tenant—Mernoroits Management Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102), 
es. 77, 06. 


Action tried by Bruce, J., without a jury. By a lease granted in 1882, 
land at Wandsworth was demised for a term of twenty-one years, 
determinable by the lessor on six months’ notice. The was the 
owner of the reversion ; the defendant was the of the lease. The 
lease contained a covenant by the lessee for himself and his assigns to ber, 
pay, and discharge during the said term all taxes, charges, rates, duties, 
tithes and tithe rent-charge, assessments, and tions whatever which 
were then or might at any time thereafter be charged, rated, assessed, 
or imposed upon the premises or any part thereof, or upon the landlord or 
tenant in rerpect t! creof (the landlord's property tax only exvepted). In 





April, 1898, six months’ notice was given by the plaintiff to determine 
the tenancy. In May, 1898, the plaintiff entered an to 
a - In June, 1898, the Wandsworth Board of Works gave 
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notice to tiff of the apportionment of the sum of £112 6s. 
for the capensis of ‘yuving 0 ‘new: stzest on whisk the guanine 
The no‘ice fixed no date for payment. In July t 

the eum due. The works were not commenced until F 
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owners abatting 
The expenses are to be apportioned and are to be recoverable either 
the work is commenced or during fe ert or after its 
Section 96 empowers the vestry or t board to require the 
any expenses which the owner of any premises may be liable to 
the Act either from the owner or from the occupier, ‘‘ and the 
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to payment of sums of money in ‘ wing c 
were cited: Thompson v. Lapworth (L. R. 3 C. P. 149), Alum v. : 

(9 Q. B. D. 632), Wilkinson v. Collyer (13 Q. B. D. 1), Batchelor v. ro 
(60 L. T. 416), Brett v. Rogers (1897, 1 Q. B. 525), Baylis v. Jiggins (1 

2 Q. B. 315). 


Bauer, J., in the course of a written judgment, said: In this case I 
entertain no doubt about the construction of the covenant. I think 

the words clearly include charge; made in of paving a new street 
under section 71 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862. The case of 
Thompson ¥. Lapworth seems to me to be an quite in p»int. But 
the case is one of apparent hardship, because the interest of the tenant was 
determinable by the landlord on g six months’ notice. [His lordship 
referred to the dates of the apportionment, the determination of the 
tenancy, and the commencement of the works.] It was said to be very 
unreasonable that the tenant should be gd cost 
Sty "is “oaly to give’ effect to the agreement, the partios them 

uty is ly to give e e agreemen( e 

= have Y aren toto, and I cannot give the defendant relief merely 
because he has entered into a covenant which bears hardly upon him. 
Upon behalf of the defendant it was contended that the apportioned sum 
had not become a charge because there was no evidence of any 
demand for payment having been made upon the tiffs. But it seems 
to me that the notice of the 9th of June was all that was necessary to 
constitute the £112 63. 7d. a charge upon the owners. [His lordship then 
referred to the provisions of section 77 of the Act of 1862, as above stated. ] 
As coon as the vestry, by a formal act or resolution, charged the owners of 
the houses abutting on the new street with the expences, and apportioned 
and charged the particular sum of £112 6s. 7d. in respect of the premises 
of the plaintiffs and gave notice to the plaintiffs of the ¥ it and 
charge, I think the charge became operative and the became 
liable to pay the same. And if they paid it after they became liable 
to pay it I think they are entitled to recover it from the defendant 
by virtue of his covenant. The plaintiffs were under no ‘ 
to wait for any formal demand or for avy threat of p ‘ 
Nothing further was necessary beyond the service of the notice of the 9th 


of June to render the plaintiffs liable to SS 
on the isons of Health 


E 


c The cases decided isions of the Pu! Act, 

1875, seem to me to have no to the present case, because 

— of that Act and the machinery provided by it are r 
t. 


{Reported by T. R. OC, Dart, Barristerat-Law.) 





It is stated that Mr. Justice Phillimore, who has been sitting in the 
Admiralty Division , Will bo in attendance at Qaeen’s Bench Judges 
a 3 da‘ly until his @epartare for the Oxford Circuit early next 
month, 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
BANKRUPTCY ACTS, 1883 AND 18go. 
Move or Payine Certain Fers—Treasury WARRANT. 
Dated the 2nd February, 1899. 


Whereas by Treasury Order dated the 19th of December, 1890, it was 
directed that the respective fees payable under Table A of the Scale of 
Fees and Percentages issued under the Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 and 1890, on 
one copy of the cash book shewing assets realized, forwarded by the Official 
Receiver or Trustee to the Board of Trade, and on every application for 
release by trustees in non-summary cases, should be taken in stamps. 


- And whereas, by Treasury Warrant dated the 13th of April, 1896, it was 


ordered that the said fees, when paid by the official receiver, should 
henceforth be taken in money instead of stamps. And whereas it is 
expedjent that the said fees should be paid by the trustee in the same 
manner as by the official recceiver, we the undersigned Lords Commis- 
sioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury do hereby order that the said fees, when 
paid by the trustee, shall henceforth be taken in money instead of stamps, 
unless the Board of Trade shall in any particular matter otherwise direct. 


W. H. Fisner. 
Treasury Chambers, Whitehall. H. T. ANstRUTHER. 





COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890. 
Mover or Payinc Crertatn Fers—TREAstuRY WARRANT. 
Dated the 2nd February, 1899. 


Whereas by Treasury Order, dated the 17th of December, 1891, it was 
directed that the fee payable under Table A of the Scale of Fees issued 
under the Compinies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, on one copy of the cash 
book showing assets realized, forwarded by the Official Receiver or 
Liquidator to the Board cf Trade, should, when taken by an officer of 
that Board, be taken in stamps. And whereas, by Treasury Warrant, 
dated the i3th of April, 1896, it was ordered that the said fee, when paid 
by the official receiver, should henceforth be taken in money instead of 
stamps. And whereas it is expedient that the said fee should be paid by 
the liquidator in the rame manner as by the official receiver, we the 
undersigned Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury, do hereby 
order that the raid fee, when paid by the liquidator, shall henceforth be 
takan in money instead of stamp3;, unless the Board of Trade shall in any 
particular matter otherwise: direct. W.H. Fisuer. 


H. T. ANsSTRUTHER. 
Treasury Chambers, Whitehall. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 
GENERAL MEETING. 


The annual general mee‘ing of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society 
(Limited) was held on Wednesday at the head offices, Chancery-lane, Mr. 
R. Penninoton taking the chair. 

The report stated that during the year the sum of £100,412 1s. 5d. had 
been received for premiums, fees as trustees, and commissions, which, 
after allowing the sum of £25,313 7s. 11d. for re-assurances, left 
£75,098 13s. 6d. The percentage of management expenses, iuclusive of 
agents’ commission, directors’ and auditors’ fees, on the above net income 
was 29°40. The directors this year had written off from revenue the item 
which had hitherto appeared in the balance-sheet for office furniture, 
which last year stood at £1,426 12s. 3d. The sum of £15,000 had also 
been edded to the General Reserve Fund, which now stands at £85,000, 
and the sum of £8,758 18s. had been carried to the Reserve for 
claims in suspense and rebates, which after the payment of all claims 
properly chargeable against this fund now stands at £31,591 4s. 2d. 
‘the balance, including the amount brought forward from last 
Jear, was £11,286 4s. 7d.; from this £2,000 was paid as interim dividend 
for the half-year ending the 30th of June last, and the directors recom- 
mended that a further sum of £4,000 be paid in respect of the half- 
yearending the 3lst of December, 1898, free of income tax, making the 
dividend 6 per cent. for the year. This would leave £5,286 4s. 7d. to be 
carried forward. The item of properties in hand, which stood last year at 
£262,687 5s , stands this year at £68,041 11s. 2d. The difference arose by 
reason of the tale of various properties, and by sundry amounts written 
off. The directors had much pleasure in informing the shareholders, that 
they had’ entered into a contract for the sale of the old site of Her 
Majesty’s Theatre, at a price which would repay the society all cost of the 
building and other outlay, and the mortgage debt which they guaranteed. 
The purchasers had given security for £50,000, and had also spent a large 
sum of money under their contract. 

Mr. T. R. Ronaxp (general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening tLe meeting, 

The Cuamman moved the adoption of the report and accounts. After 
referring in sympathetic terms to the loss the society had susta'ned 
ia the death of the late Mr. Henry Roscoe, one of the original directors, he 
calkd the attention of the meeting to the part of the report dealing 
with the site of Her Majesty’s Theatre, which had been a eubject of 
very great interest to the society for many years—interest coupled with 
@ considerable amount of avxiety, He would like just to review the 





circumstances under which the society took upon itself the risk of guaran- 
teeing a heavy mortgage upon the property, and also the condition to 
which the matter had now been brought. Many years ago, in the very 
early history of the s)ciety, the directors, on the recommendation and 
advice of one of the ablest surveyors in the city of London agreed to 
guarantee a mortgage of a very Jarge sum of money upon this rite. It was 
at the time a vacant site. It was believed to be worth something like 
£400,000 ; but as time went on it was found to be a property which 
was not so easily disposed of as possibly the valuer, and at any rate the 
directors, had supposed when they undertook to give the guarantee. 
Some, no doubt, thought the best thing would be to realize the loss 
and have an end of it. But wiser counsels prevailed, and the directors 
came to the conclusion that they would face the difficulty and that 
they would build upon the vacant land. They were fortunate in being 
able to dispose of a considerable portion to Mr. Beerbohm Tree, and 
he had built what he (the chairman) thought all who had been into it 
would agree was really one of the prettiest theatres in London. That eased 
the scciety very much ; it eased it of the ground-rent and of the heavy 
responsibility generally in connection with the guarantee. Then there was 
the remainder of the site to be dealt with, and after consulting proper 
authorities upon the subject the directors commenced building; and 
he ventured to say there had been put upon the ground one of the 
most beautiful buildings to be found in the Metropolis. He thought 
there was nothing to exceed it in beauty having regard to the purpose 
for which it was intended. As soon as the roof was on that building, 
as the directors had anticipated, advances were made and the result was 
as had been explained in the report. He was thankful, as all who were 
interested in the society would be, that the society was practically eased 
of a very great burden. He looked upon the transaction as a great 
triumph, and he questioned whether any society—certainly any rociety of 
the same age—would have ventured upon such an experiment as that, and 
the directors now felt no more anxiety as regarded the property. As 
regarded the general progress of the society—because the site of Her 
Majesty’s Theatre was a very small part really of the business of the 
society—it had grown in a very wonderful manner. In 1888-9, which was 
the first year, the gross premiums were £5,695; the reinsurances, £598 ; 
the reentage of management expenses, 116°52, which was 
natural, of cour:e. In 1889-90, the gross premiums Were £11,580; the 
re-insurances, £1,032 ;. the claims paid, £386 ; the general reserve, £6,000 ; 
and the percentage of management expenses, 71°43. In 1890-1, the gross 
premiums were £23,090; the reinsurances, £2,925 ; the claims paid, £63; 
the general reserve, £16,000 ; and the percentage of management expenses 
45°90. In-1891-2, the gross premiums were £34,933; the reinsurances,, 
£3,765; the claims paid, £1,133 ; the special reserve, £5,079; the general 
reserve, £30,000; the dividend, £4,000; and the percentage of 
management expenses, 31°82. In 1892—the figures covering a 
period of seven months—the gross premiums were £32,689 ; reinsurances, 
£8,233; claims paid, £2,765; special reserve, £12,840; general reserve, 
£37,500 ; dividend, £2,500; percentage of management expenses, 30°23. 
In 1892 the gross premiums were £50,429; reinsurances, £9,207 ; claims 
paid, £16,490; special reserve, £12,540; general reserve, £40,000; divi- 
dend, £4,000; and percentage of management expenses, 28°97. In 1894 
the gross premiums were £57,862; reinsurances, £6,501; claims paid, 
£20,233; special reserve, £13,279; general reserve, £45,000; dividend, 
£5,000; and percentage of management expenses, 26°62. In 1895 the 
gross premium income was £68,394; reinsurances, £16,784; claims paid, 
£20,910; special reserve, £17,171; gemeral reserve, £50,000; dividend, 
£5,000; and percentage of management expenses, 28°94. In 1896 the 
gross premium income was £70,519; reinsurances, £16,553; claims paid, 
£19,533; special reserve, £18,591; general reserve, £55,000; dividend, 
£5,000 ; and percentage of management expenses, 35°27. In 1897 
the gross premium income was £79,591; reinsurances, £16,922 ; 
claims paid, £17,742; special fund, £24,652; general fund, £70;000; 
dividend, £6,000 ; percentage of management expenses, 30°97. In 1898 the 
gross premiums: were £100,412; reinsurances, £25,313; claims paid, 
£27,956; special reserve, £31,591; general reserve, £85,000; dividend, 
£6,000; and percentage of management expenses, 29°40. He thought that 
anyone could see from this statement that the affairs of the society were in 
a highly satisfactory condition. Thre was a reserve fund for meeting 
claims of £31,591, and a general reserve fund of £85,000, and £5,286 was 
carried forward, which was more or lees in the nature of a reserve. 
‘* Properties in hand’’ had been written down by £14,000; ‘‘ Australian 
banks’’ by £27,500, and that would probably result eventually in a 
profit. The total reserve fund was £163,377, without reckoning reinsurances. 
Then there was ‘‘reinsurances’’ £107,817, and of course at the back 
of all were the invested fund’. It might be asked why a larger 
dividend was not declared. He believed the directors had taken a wise 
course in regard to this. It was raid that they were needle-sly depressing 
the shares, but in his opinion the firs; thing to be done with a business of 
this kind, which, after all, was in its car‘ier infaucy, was to place it upon a 
solid foundation. Let the directors be quite sure that under no circum- 
stances would they have to come to the shareholders for money—the large 
liability on the shares must be remembered—whatever the exigencies of 
the busine:s might be. The business was of a very special and difficult 
character. It involved the incurring of risks ; sometimes, it might be said, 
of a serious character, The society existed for the purpose of accepting 
risks, but the skill was displayed in not accepting dangerous risks. Bat, 
do what they would, there were occas’ons in which liabilities arose of a 
weer serious description. They might conduct the business as prudently 
and cautiously as they pleased, but times would come when they would be 
required to pay very heavily for the business they had undertaken, as was 
strikingly instanced in the case of fire insurance offices lately. The 
directors wanted to be able, in such circumstances, to have recourse to the 
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reserve funds, which would result in their not having recourse to the 
shareholders, and he did not see why if the business was conducted on 
these lines the shares should be vs gene The present shareholders 
were the pioneers in the business, and could never expect to receive in the 
shape of dividends or otherwise what those who came after would, he 
believed, receive. Nothing would tempt him for the sake of receiving a 
larger dividend than he thought he ought to receive to de from what 
he considered the sound principle of having at the back of the society funds 
which would enable it to discharge all conceivable liabilities which the society 
might undertake. His view was that until the general reserve amounted 
to £100,000 the dividend should remain as it is, which was practically, he 
believed, not more than, if it was as much as, the society got upon its 
invested fuods. There was an item in the -balance-sheet, ‘‘ sundry 
creditors, £36,000.’’ This was for the most part money deposited in the 
society at interest at six months’ notice. Instead of being an evidence of 
weakness it was evidence of the great strength of the society and the con- 
fidence which was placed in it. The manager, who on all occasions exerted 
himself to his very utmost for the benefit of the society, wished him to call 
attention to the advantages which the shareholders might derive from 
making use of the society as trustees in private trusts and as trustees for 
debenture-holders, for which the society was specially fitted. The society’s 
rule was always to employ the solicitor who had, up to the time the society 
became trustee, acted as the solicitor to the trust. This enabled the 
solicitor, who, of course, was more conversant with the trust and the 
affairs of the family than anyone else, to continue the conduct of effairs, 
and enabled the directors to act upon his advice. He had come to 
the conclusion, which he hoped the shareholders would endorse, that the 
business had been conducted on sound principles and with very great care. 

Mr. T. Raw te seconded the motion. 

Mr. Sryexrz congratulated the meeting on the excellent balance-sheet. 
He suggested that the dividend might be increased. 

Mr. G. Epwarps, Mr. Asxton, and Mr. Lawron also spoke, the latter 
gentlemen agreeing with the policy of the directors. 

The CuarrmaN said that no doubt Mr. Single would one day receive a 
very excellent dividend, which he was quite sure that, on reflection, he 
would be very glad to wait for. 


The report was then adopted, and on the motion of the CHarrman,’ 


seconded by Mr. Raw te, a dividend was declared, which, with the interim 
dividend paid in June, amounted to 6 per cent. per annum. 

The retiring directors, Mr. John Hunter, Mr. F. H. Janson, and 
Mr. B. G. Lake were re-elected, as were the auditors, Messrs. Deloitte, 
Dever, Griffiths, & Co., whose remuneration was fixed at 150 guineas. 

The Cuarrmay, replying to a vote of thanks to the chairman, directo1s, 
manager and staff, proposed by Mr. Runrnsrery, remarked that the society 
had a very excellent staff, the members of which did their duty to the 
entire satisfaction of the Board. 





SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of members is now 165. 

Revenue Act (61 § 62 Vict. c. 40.)—Receipts given by an officer of the 
county court for money rec:ived by him from a party to any proceeding in 
the court, or by or on behalf of a clerk to justices ora magistrate, for money 
received in respect of a fine, are in future to be exempt from the penny 
stamp duty (cection 8); and spoilt stamps can now be claimed for within 
two years, instead of six months, as formerly (section 13). 

Land Transfer Act, 1897.—280 rules under this Act were issued on the 
2nd of August last, and its operation, which had been twice postponed, 
commenced in certain parts of the county of London on the 1st of January, 
1899, as the London County Council did not veto the application in their 
district. Your committee passed a resolution that an account cught to 
be kept of the cost of its working and the sources from which such cost 
is met, for the information of landowners throughout the country. 
Apart from what the Government may do in this direction, the Incorporated 
Law Society is endeavouring to obtain some statistics on the rs through 
the instrumentality of its individual members. In view of the possible 
extention of the registry to other parts of the country, it is hoped that 
every member of our society who has a case in the Land Regictry will 
tupply the desired information to the head society. Your committee 
considered the effects of the Act on the registering of probates of wills 
and affidavits of intestacy relating to real property in Yorkshire, in the 
Deeds Registries of the Ridings, and recommended that registration of 
theee documents be continued, as at present. 

Legal Education in Yorkshire.—Attempts have been made during the year 
to frame some workable scheme for establishing a thorough and scientific 
system of legal education in the county. A meeting of representatives of 
the various Yorkshire law societies was held at York on the 6th of July last, 
which two of your members attended. A small sub-committee (which 
includes your secretary among its number) was appointed to frame a 
scheme, and it is expected one will shortly be submitted to the Yorkshire 
law societies for approval. Your committee are strongly in favour of 
there being some provision for good legal education locally, and hope that 
either by means of a comprehensive county scheme, or failing that, by 
efforts in your society’s district, this end may be secured. 

Presiding Officers’ Fees.—A resolution was passed at the last general 
meeting of the society that, as far as possible, solicitors only should be 
employed to fill the office of presiding officers under the Ballot Act, and 
that the reduced remuneration of £2 now offered at School Board elections 
is quite inadequate compensation for the work done, having regard to the 
long hours attendant on, and the responsibilities of, the office, and that 


the fee of £3 3s. should be maintained. Copies of this resolution were sent 
to the town clerk, and to the Education Department, and it is hoped that 
it will bear some fruit. ‘ 





Stamp Duty on Apportioned Ground-rents.—It will be remembered that, 
as stated in the 1894 and 1895 reports, on the sale of of a leasehold at 
ap apportioned ground-rent, the Commissioners- of Inland Revenue had 
begun to claim duty, not only on the purchase-money, but on the 
capitalized value of the apportioned ground-rent, as being a rent newly 
created by the deed of assignment. By a decision of the Divisional Court, on 
the 21st of December, 1898, in Swayne v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (43 
Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnat, 141), this is no longer the case ; and unless such decision 
be reversed, such assignments will no longer require to be stamped with more 
than an ad valorem stamp on the consideration money. Mr. Justice Wills, 
in his judgment, eaid: ‘Ifthe argument on behalf of the Crown were 
right, the commissioners had always been wrong in their method of assess- 
ing the stamp duty upon assignments of leaseholds”’ (i.c., not at an 
apportioned rent) ; “‘ they ought to have treated the capitalized value of 
the rent (including a seck-vent) as if it were part of the Peis or 
I utterly dissent from the view which has been urged that the commissioners 
can use a discretion in the matter; they cannot exercise a rt Pa | 
power and say what parts of a taxing Act they think reasonable, 
enforce some parts of it and reject others.’’. The profession and the public 
are to be congratulated on this decision, which puts a stop to the recent 
absurd ruling of the commissioners on this important point. 

County Courts.—The Council of the Incorporated Law Society, in April 
last, addressed circulars to the various provincial law societies as to 
unqualified persons practising in the county courts, which they do in very 
large numbers. _ Your committee replied categorically to the various 
questions put to them by the Council, and generally that restricting the 
actions of unqualified agents wou'd not in any way, in their opinion, lessen 
the usefulness of the county courts, 

Adjudication of Deeds —The committee consider it very desirable that 
deeds for adjudication may be left at the local stamp office, accompanied 
by abstracts and any other necessary documents, to be forwarded from 
there to Somerset House. An a was made to the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue, but they refused to grant the concession, mainly 
on the und that they preferred to have someone in attendance 
when @ Set is brought up for a to answer any questions 
which may occur. This objection 
have much force, because the person att in country cases is usuall 
an agent, who obtains all the information he has from his p 8 
letters, which might as well be sent direct to the commissioners without 
his intervention. The committee, however, do not see that anything 
further can be done locally at present. The Associated Provincial Law 
Societies have the whole question of obtaining adjudication through local 
stamp offices, or through the post, under consideration. It may be pointed 
out that the question is a more important one than formerly, owing to the 
frequent alterations in practice made by the commissioners recently, and 
their refusal to be in any way bound by precedent, though created by 
themselves, in deciding as to the stamp required on any deed. For instance, 
they have altered the practice as to stamping debentures redeemable at a 
premium, and transfers of mortgage in certain cases. It has thus become 
advisable to adjudicate much oftener than before. 


SHROPSHIRE LAW SOCIETY. 


The twenty-third annual meeting of this society was held at the society’s 
rooms on Friday week. Among those present were—Mr. H. J. Osborne 
(president), Mr. 8. M. Morris, . G. M. Salt, Mr. G. H. Morgan, Mr. J. 
T. Carrano, Mr. C. H. Payne, Mr. G. 0. Cooper, and Mr. R. T. Hughes 
(hon. sec.). 

The ae report and accounts, which were read and adopted, were - 
highly satisfactory. The report, eoceng cee interesting subjects, referred 
to the important Land Transfer Act, which is now in operation in a selected 
part of London. It was suggested that careful notice should be taken of 
the expenses of ing out the Act, for the information of the public in- 
other places when any attempt is made to extend its operations. 
A special committee was appointed to consider the question of unqualified 
practitioners conducting cases for the recovery of detbs, &c., in the county 
court. 

The President was requested to convey to Mr. E. C. Peele (late president), 
the sympathy of the society with him in his ead bereavements bey 

t year. Mr. Peele having lost a son and daughter, and his brother, Mr. 
Cecil Peele, the late of the Shrewsbury county court. Mr. Cecil 
Peele was highly respected, and his kindness, patience, and impartiality 
in the discharge of the duties of his office were universally acknowledged 
and appreciated. The appointment of his successor, Mr. R, A. Craig, 
is considered very satisfactory. 

The President read a very interesting paper referring to the promo- 
tion of limited companies and pro reforms, appeal in criminal 
cases, county court procedure, heavy court fees, trustees’ in’ 
professional appointments, &c., and it was unanimously agreed that it 
should be printed with the annual report. 

The society’s honours prize was awarded to Mr. G. R. Urry, articled to 
Mr. R. Urry, of Shrewsbury, who had obtained second-class honours in 
the June examination of the Incorporated Law secon tt year. 

The following officers were elected :—President, Mr. H. J. Osborne ; 
vice-president, Mr. S. M. Morris; hon. treasurer, Mr. H, J. Osborne ; 
hon. secretary and librarian, Mr. Rowland T. Hughes. A vote of thanks 
to the chairman for presiding closed the proceedings. 


WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 
The annual general meeting was held at the Law Library, ie 
Worcester, on the 31st ult, The members present were: Messrs. F. R. Jeffrey 
resident), W. W. A. Tree (vice-president), T. Southall, F. Corbett, E. A. 
| Davis, J. H. Yonge, G. W. Hobson, T. G. Hyde, W. P. Hughes, G. H. T. 


not seem to your committee to 
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Foster, OC. T. E. Clarke, H. March, 8. B. Garrard (hon. treasurer), and 
‘W. B. Hulme (hon. sec ). The report of the committee and the honorary 
treasurer's accounts for the past year were received and adopted, and the 
following officers of the society were elected for the ensuing year— namely : 
t, Mr. W. W. A. Tree ; vice-president, Mr. 8. Southall ; honorary 
treasurer, Mr. S. B. Garrard; and honorary secretary, Mr. W. B. Hulme. 
Meairs. T. Southall, F. Corbett, E. A. Davis, F. RB. Jeffrey, and J. H. 
Yongé were elected members of the committee, in addition to the officers 
of the society, and Messre. G. F. 8. Brown and W, T. Curtler were re- 
ap auditors. 
‘fo are extracts from the pre of the committee : 
Members.—The society now consists of fifty-three members and six sub- 
soritenty as compared with fifty-four members and seven subscribers at the 
end of last year. 


Conveyancing Bill.—A. conveyancing bill prepared by Messrs, Wolsten- 
holme and Cherry at the instance of the Eevee Law Society was 
considered by the committee, and reported upon to them by Mr. E. A. 
Davis, on Wacee peopnea™, seconded by Mr. F. Corbett, the following 

e 


resolution, em Mr. Davis’s report and the opinion of the com- 
mittee, was ** The committee of the Worcester and Worcestershire 
Incorpora’ Law Society, having considered the Conveyancing Bill 


prepared by Messrs. Wolstenholme and Cherry, are of opinion that the 
principle of confining legal estates to absolute interests and of conferring 
upon the owners thereof powers of disposition free from fiduciary rights, 
isa and useful one. They submit, however, that to make the Bill 
Bal the following amendments are required: (1) The protection 
-of two or more trustees, provided originally by the Settled Land Acts as 
to settled lands and preserved, as to those lands, by the settlement 
clauses of this Bill, should be made more complete by providing 
not only that such trustees must concur in sales by estate owners to 
receive the purchase-money, but also that the consent of such trustees 
shall be necessary to any disposition by real representatives, who, at 
present, under this Bill, have (it is submitted unnecessarily) unrestrained 
powers of bar igen given to them. (2) With this amendment the 

of the settlement clauses should be extended so as to be 

of being applied by any testator or grantor (or, if omitted, 
they’ by the ‘court, in all proper cases at its discretion) not only 
to rights under a settlement, but to all fiduciary rights, including rights 


under a trust for sale. The committee think that it is desirable to apply 
the le 6 even to cases of express trust for sale, 
because t ing out of such trusts is often long delayed, 
and because, r this Bill, co far as the public are concerned, 


trustees for sale would, unless specially restrained, have other powers, 

ly power to mortgage, as well as power to sell. Already, under 
the settlement clauses as drawn, an estate owner need not necessarily be 
the tenant for life in possession, and, if such clauses are made applicable 
to trusts where there is no tenant for life, the estate owners might, in 
cases where they are so applied, be the same persons as the trustees with- 
out interfering with the ordinary and convenient course of making the 
tenant for life the estate owner in settlement cases. If amended in the 
way above suggeseed, the Bill would place all fiduciary rights in land, 
settled or unsettled, upon the same footing, and would provide for them, 
without resort to cautions, or inhibitions, a form of protection already adopted 
with success by the Settled Land Acts and the clauses providing for 
cautions and inhibitions might be altogether dispensed with. Should 
those clauses be retained, the word ‘‘lodged”’ in erection 24 and in sub- 
section 6 of section 38 should, it is submitted, be altered to “in force”’ 
-in order to avoid attendance at the registry.’’ 

Conditions of Sale Prepared by Auctioneers.—It having come to the knowledge 
of the committee that in one instance at least, a Malvern auctioneer 
prepared the conditions of sale relating to a sale of real property, the 
members of the society and other solicitors in Malvern were communicated 
with and asked to do their utmost to prevent such a practice growing up. 
The committee desire to draw the attention of the members generally to 
the matter, and to ask them to bring to the notice of the committee any 
similar cases which may become known to them. 

County Courts Jurisdiction Bill. ~ A Bill having for its object the extension 
of the jurisdiction of county courts in admiralty, in personal actions and 
in equity to claims not exceeding £1,000, was considered by the committee, 
and a resolution was pasted disapproving of the objects aimed at. This 
resolution war, in due course, communicated tothe Worcester Chamber 
of Commerce and to the five county and three borough Members of Parlia- 
ment for Worcestershire. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY FOR CARDIFF AND 
DISTRICT. 


The foll are extracts from the report of the committee : 
Members.—The number of members for the year 1898 was 108, and there 
were twelve subscribers to the library. 

_ Land Transfer Act.—The working of the system of compulsory registra- 
tion, under Land Transfer Act, 1897, is to be tested in the county of 
London for three years, commencing on the Ist of the present month. As 
the Act extends to leasehold property, it will be of great importance toa 

- place like Cardiff and its pegipenthroh to watch closely the result of this 
experiment in the county of London, and your committee urge upon the 
members of this society the desirability of their keeping before them all 
mistters of detail in conveyancing transactions by them in the selected 
‘Statietics with to the time occupied and the expense 


utmost ay deta oe. 
_ ana your committee trust that the members of your society will, time 
‘BS to ‘the secretary all information on these points which can 





1899. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 

Law Stupents’ Denatine Socre'iry.—Feb. 14.—Chairman, Mr. Archibald 
Hair.—The Ar for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Hummel-v. Hummel 
(1898, 1 Ch, 642) was wronely decided. Mr. A. W. Watson opened in thie 
affirmative ; Mr. Hamilton Fox opened in the negative. Mr. Alfred Dodds 
seconded in the affirmative; Mr. U. Allan Chilton seconded ‘in the negative. 
The following members aleo spoke: Messrs. Arnold-Jolly, A. Dixon, 
ah fr nem Neville Tebbutt. The motion was carried by sixteen 
votes to four. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Ropgrr Carter, solicitor, of 57, Basinghall-street, London, has 
been appointed a Commiesioner for Oaths. Mr, Carter was admitted in 
October, 1892. 

Mr. F. Hannam-Criaek, solicitor, of Gloucester, has been appointed a 
motes Public to practise in the city of Gloucester and within seven miles 
thereof. 








INFORMATION REQUIRED, 


Cuaries Benjamin James, of 184, Southgate-road, Islington, deceased. 
—Any person delivering the last will of the above deceased to the under- 
signed will receive the reward of £5.—Harston, solicitor, 4, Bishopsgate- 
within, London. 





GENERAL. 


It is announced that the Lord Chancellor has officially communicated 
to the East Sussex County Council an order removing Mr. George Edward 
Hillman from the coronership for East Sussex on account of inability to 
discharge his duties. Mr. Hillman is suffering from ill-heath. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 
the 14th inst. The first list of business befo:e them includes nineteen 
appeals—viz., from Madras seven, the North-West Provinces of India 
three, New South Wales two, and Oudh, Bombay, British Columbia, 
Quebec, Queensland, Trinidad, and Ceylon one cach. There are also 
thirteen judgments for delivery in appeals heard before the vacation. 


According to the Zimes,in the House of Commons, on Thursday, the 
Attorney-General was to be asked whether it is the intention of her 
Majesty’s Government to take any to give effect to the publicly- 
expressed opinions of the Lord Chief Justice of England and of the 
Incorporated Law Society that additional judges should be appointed, or 
whether they would bo prépared to consent to the appointment of a 
committee to consider the present etate of legal business. 


The Daily Telegraph says that cn Sunday Lord Justice Chitty was 
suffering apparently from the effec's of a chill, and on the advice of his 
medical attendant, Dr. Aitken, took to his bed. Sir Douglas Powell was 
also summoned in consultation. Lung trouble cumenale and his lord- 
ship died at half-past three on Wednesday, in the presence of Lady Chitty 
and other members of the ae immediate canse of death being 
attributed to “‘ heart failure.’’? Almost to the very last he retained con- 
sciousness, and was able to recognize those around his bedside. 


A writer in the St. James’s Gazette says that the late Lord Justice Chitty 
was as popular with the solicitors as with the bar. He always lookei 
gently on any little slip that was not the result of incompetence or gross 
negligence. One day an action in his list suddenly collapsed, and, on the 
next being called, the learned counsel who had to open it sa‘d that the 
solicitor instructing him was temporarily absent from the court, and he 
asked that the next case in the paper might be taken. The judge looked 
serious. ‘‘It has never been the practice of this court t> wait for 
solicitors,’’ said he ; ‘‘ but ’’—ani here he smiled—‘' the registrar will call 
the next case.” 


The Select Committee of the House of Lords which was reappointed on 
Friday week to consider the Companies Bill have met to resume their 
deliberations. The Lord Chancellor pres'ded, and the other members of 
tte committee who attended were the Earl of Dudley, who obtained the 
second reading of the Bill on Friday, the Earl of Kimberley, the Earl of 
Leven and Melville, Lord Wolverton, Lord Macnaghten, Lord Mount 
Stephen, Lord Shand, Lord James of Hereford, and Lord Aldenham. 
The deliberations were conducted in privats, the ating being occupied 
with the consideration of a draftreport. It is under , saysthe Times, 
that no further evidence will be taken, so that the committee may be 
expected to make a report to the House very shoitly, 


The St, James's Gazette says that Mr. Ambrose, Q.C., intends, in the 
House of Commons, to ask First Commissioner of Works whether there 
is uate fire-proof strong-room accommodation at Somerset House for 
the valuable public books and documents therein ; what is the nature of 
the books and aeneee Guoers in such strong-rooms, up to what 

eriod are they so prererved, and whether the books and documents not 
Rept in such etrong-rooms are of any or no’ valae; whether some of the 
rooms in Somerset House in which valuable registers are kept are divided 


wooden titions and Le Dram sa ere walls, and whether naked 
ts gre permitted in the galleries assages of the building and whether 
having regard to the importance 


of safely preserving such public books and 
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documents, he can give an assurance that all possible precautions are 
taken against fire other 3 ri M, 

In the House of Commons last week Mr. Gibson Bowles asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer had he cons‘dered the question whether estate 
bees is charged by the Finance Act, 1894, at the death of a life tenant of 
settled: property who has surrendered life interest in such properly 
within twelve months of his death; had he taken the opinion upon that 
question of the law officers of the Crown, and, if so, would he state the 
geveral effect of that opinion ; and did he, having regard to the 
u:ed by the Attorney-General in the Court of Appeal during the cate of 
Attorney-General v. Beech, propose to take into the High -Court the 
question whether the duty is payable in such cases with the contention 
on behalf of the Crown that it is so payable ; and, if so, would he, 
as was done in the case of the Attorney-General v. Beech, undertake to 
pay the reasonable costs of both sides incurred in obtaining a final judicial 
decision on this question. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said: This is 
a legal question on which my view is of no value. Nor do I think it could 
be settled by taking the opinion of the law officers, for even the present law 
officers are fallible, and the opinion of the late Jaw officers on the case that 
has been already decided has been shewn to have been wrong. I think 
the question must go to the High Court, and, as it is really a part of the 
same matter as the case referred to, I think the Inland Revenue would 
be justified in paying reasonable costs in the same way as in that case. 

In the House of Commons on the 9th inst. Mr. Gibson Bowles asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether, in view of the unanimous decision 
of the House of Lords in the case of The Attorney-General v. Beech, that 
the Finance Act, 1894, imposed no charge of estate duty at the death of a 
life tenant of settled property when that life tenant has surrendered his 
life interest in such property more than twelve months before death, it was 
proposed to return all the duties which had been under such circumstances 
exacted by the Crown since July, 1895, under the new construction of the 
Act which was then adopted under the advice of the law officers of the 
Crown, and which was now decided to, have been erronsous; whether he 
could state approximately the total amount of the duties exacted under 
this construction in the cases in question, and the number of te 
accounts involved ; and whether, considering the position taken up by the 
present and the late Attorney-General before the House of Lords to 
the effect that the Finance Act, 1894, did not charge estate duty at the 
death of a life tenant of settled hg od when that life tenant had sur- 
rendered his life interest in such property within twelve months of his 
death, it was proposed to abstain in future from claiming the duty under 
such circumstances, and whether it was proposed to return such duties as 
kad already been exacted in such cases? The Ohancellor of the Exchequer 
raid: The duty will be repaid in all cases to which the first paragraph of 
the question applies, subject to the payment of the proper eucces:ion 
duties in each case. I cannot give even an approximate statement of the 
amount or the number of accounts, and do not expect to be able to do so 
before the date of the Budget. The question whether a surrender within 
twelve months of death would free from estate duty was not eettled by 
the decision already given, and I understand that an opportunity will 
a arice for testing this. Meanwhile repayments will not be made in 
such cases. 

An important point of law was, says the Times, recently argued before 
Vice-Chancellor Hall in the Chancery Court of the County Palatine. His 
honour was asked to determine whether or not the certificate of a convie- 
tion for wilful murder was admissible as conclusive evidence in a civil 
action. Thecase was Yates v. Kyfin- Taylor, and was in regard to the will 
of Miss Jane Yates, in connection with whose death Lieutenant Wark was 
convicted and sentenced to death. Mr. Rotch was for the plaintiffs, one 
of whom was the next-of-kin, and one a residuary legatee. Mr. MacConkey 
represented Mr. Kyffin-Taylor, the executor under the will; and Mr. Harold 
Mather ap) din the interest of Wark. Mr. Rotch said that the testatrix 
was Miss Yates, and Wark was entitled, with the plaintiff Margaret Yates, 
to the residue of the estate, about £2,000. The matter of administration 
of the estate was not so important as the point of law determining whether 
or not Wark, by reason of his conviction for wilful murder, was debarred 
from having any interest under the will. A great many cases dealt with 
the point, and it had been decided that a man could not take advantage of 
his wrong; and if Wark murdered the testatrix he could not take any 
benefit under the will. In the Maybrick case it was held that in 
to a policy cf insurance effected by her husband, which had 
asigned to the solicitor who defended her, Mre. Maybrick could 
not take anything at all, because she was convicted of causing the death 
of her husband. The Vice-Chancellor said he thought there was an 
express decision on the point in the case of De To le, the Austrian 
Who was accused of the murder of his wife in the Tyrol, the a tion 
being that he pushed her over a precipice. Mr. Mather urged ta 
criminal conviction was no evidence in a civil action. It was only at the 
best a question of constructive murder. Mr. Rotch contended that the 
proof of the conviction was conclusive evidence, and that they could not 
go behind it. His honour said there were many cates where a conviction 
had been taken as conclusive evidence. Mr. Mather urged authorities on 
the other eide, including a decision by Lord Bramwell. and said that if the 
exer 9 proved that Wark was convicted of murder, that did not prove 

im to be guilty. His honour decided to deal with the question as a trial 
by action the next time he took witness cases in 








hasin h have the Sanitary Arrangements 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by ex Sapert 


b: pert from 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E. Maneges 65, Victoria Weat- 
minster. thee 43 on receipt of particulars. 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘Sanitation.”--[Apvr.] 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Bora or Beorsrrans 1s ATTEXDANCE ON 











THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 21.—Messrs. Desexnam, Tewson, Fanwer, & Bripcewarer, at the Mart, at 1 pm., 


|-rents 
Estate of 99 private 17 and other situate at , near 
° —_ Houses, 


66} estimated 
ears, 

Bell, 

Feb. 22.— Messrs. 


£777 6s. per annum, secured u a compact 








at about annum. ‘ golicitors, ‘Messrs. Miller, Smfth, & 


£600 per 
London, (fee adverticements, Dec. 
Hieers & Son, at 


back page ) 
the Mart, E.C., at 2pm, Leasehold Investments in 
-established ; desirable 


Ny 
Property, let on lease to old. 


, 
eekly Cottages, and a situated in Hi 8t. John’s Wood, Paddington, 
&o Bulistor @:  Beckall, Hs. London ( eennen, SS. 5a é 
Feb. 22.—Mr. Roseat Mack, at the of the Company. Grainger-street West, New- 


Tyne, at 12.30 p m., Twenty-five Thousand 
wweastle-upon-T and Gateshead Gas Co., being of the 
er te be raised by the Newcastle-upon-Tyne and 


Ordinary Stock of the 
author- 


Gas Act, 1896. (Gee 
. 5. 


Fob an Messrs. Brimeos & ive, at the at 2pm, Freehold Ground-rents in Old 
Kent-road., of adh my hy 7H reversion to rack-rents of about £858 per 


Messrs, H. E. Foster 
last for a 
Mon Los 


50, the return to the purchaser 


London. (See advertisement, Feb. 11, p. 5.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 
& Cuanrigxp obtained £23,000 at the Mat, E.C., on We?nesday 


Cneions «Sree annum, secured upon “st. Magnus 


a reversion in 90 years to rack-rents 
this about 3 per 


to £3,301 12s. per annum. Shay Gave alee out Uy Fubrete Citety en Aout oS Se 
in 


cent. 
with the following Reversions 


and Policies at the prices named, the total of the sale £7,230. 
REVERSIONS: ; £ 
Absolute to Freehold avd Fully-Licensed Premises in 
Grimsby of the e value of £10,900; life6l... ... .«. Sold 5,180 
To One-fourth of about £3,193 ; lives 47 and 48 a oe ae 160 
SHARES in an Estate in County Cork and Endowment Life Policies on 
for £750 ... pam ove owe ooo ove ove eco ove oo 86 
MORTGAGE DEBT of £32,000 ... oe ae eee pre woe _ ase 910 
LIFE POLICY for £550 in the Clerical; Medical, and General on life 
72, additions, £275 ... oon oe ese ewe eve =. 580 


J 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuivar, Feb. 10. 
OINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Lanrep m CHasorrr. 


SEA AN vo Ixve oe —Creditors are required, on or before 
CaELSE ‘aoe Piutico IxvesTaEnt S IMITED 7 


tosend their names and 


to Arthur Guy Ellis, 1 


and the particulars of their debtser 
fields, solor, 


7 
Datmatian Exprornation asp Mnone Byxsprcats, Lrurrsp—Creditors are on 


or before March 20, to 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 


or claims, to Charles Malcolm Leitch, 11, Baltie chmbrs, Bishopsgate st. Arnold & Co, 


Laurence solors for liquidator 
East WEALTH OF es Co, Liwrrrp—Petn_ for 


heard Feb 18, 


<b, Pumnatel Bub 0 Gates 


w. ‘for 
aly Fad MR a FL 
ternoon 
" a I it 
gE etme th, eka 
Kivo’s Unrversat Surety, Luatsp—Petn for winding up, te » 
be heard Feb 28 4, sq, Gray's inn, tale fer “Note of 


oe must reach the med not later than 6 o'clock 
Nivery Mize (Gooxcarnrs) Comsonparen Goro Mixes, Lantrsp — Creditors are 
aolor, ie or ei ” rad : ote - 8 Mw 











Sa al hw nN ns 


_——_— 
—— 
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Prvparra ee ys ve ya (Ix Lage 1>aT100)—Cseditors are required, on or before 
nd addresses, and the 


nD Docent their names a the particulars of their debts or 
Braggiotti, 2 and 3, Birchin lane 
suaxoe © e ce to are required, on or before March 21, to send their 


es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Pickers ill, 

500, co Whe New ni, Blackburn. Walmsley & Yates, Blackburn, solors for liquidator 
Vicrorta Corrox Mitt. Co, Luarep (IxcorPorATED 1898)—Creditors are required, on - 
before March 11, to send their names and addresses to Albert Smethurst, 68, Royal 

Butcher & Barlow. Bury, solors to liquidator 

Warwick Cyciz Synpicate, Limrren—Creditors are required, on or before March 24, to 
send ee seems | addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Axthue 

i and Charles Robert ham, 47, Paternoster row. Cartwright & 

Gaaningham, 47, Paternoster row, solors for liquidators 


Unuiitep 1x CHANCERY. 


Biacksvry aeall Over-Darwen Tramways Co—Creditors are required, on or before 
debts or claims, to Tasyton & Mell Wot eA ig 
or n elly, enwick s' verpool, solors to the com: 
Moriey Gas Co—Credi required, on or before Feb 24, to send their on and 
= and the the particulars of t their debts or claims, to Enoch Hardwick, 24, Grove 
, Leeds 


London Gazette.—Tvespay, Feb. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lyoatep rm CHanceRy. 


Avromatic Puscrurr CLosixe Baxv Co, Lonrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
William Martin Graydon, 20, Collingwood st, Newcastle on Tyne. Francis & Bates, 
Newcastle on Tyne, solors to liquidator 
Dee Cee Cycis Excixerninc Co, Limrrep—Petn for win up, presented Feb 9, 
ed to be heard on Feb 27. Lumley & Lumley, 15,-Old Jewry chbrs, solors for 
———. Notice of appearing must reach the aboy e-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Feb 24 
“ Greymavis” Steamsnip Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 28, to 
in their names dresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to J. Prim- 
- a= —_— say, Mercantile chmbrs, Quayside, Newcastle on Tyne. Ince & Co, Fenchurch 
80) 
pemees, Luntep—Creditors are required, on or before March 28, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. Piggott, c/o “‘ Northern 
Chronicle,”’ 131, Fleet st 
Roya Hern Co teenie Limitep—Creditors are eo on or before March 23, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars their debts or claims, to John 
lewis cama Westgate chmbrs, Westgate st, Cardiff. Cousins & Co, Cardiff, solors for 


Wim Hewerr & Co, Loutren—Creditors are required, on or before March 18, to send 
their names and ad and the —— of their debts or claims, to Al fred George 
Nock, 18, Hammet st, Taunton. Easton & Channer, Taunton, solors 

— 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Powsauz Femace Friespty Society, Bonsall, Derby. Feb 3 
Fovustarn or Friznpsuir Bexerit Society, Much Fenlock, Salop. Jan 31 
Friexpiy Society, Mr. W. W. Seward’s, High st, 8t. Neots, Hunts. Jan 31 
+" pane Lover or Drvins, Mechanics’ Institute, Much Woolton, Liverpool. 
‘an 
‘Wivow axp Ogruays’ Frxp Isstitvute, Guossop axp Motrram Districts A.O.F., Glosso . 
Derby. Feb 3 re — 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 8. 
Broomurap, Hexny, Sonthend on Sea Marchi Broomhead y Broomhead, Stirling, J 
Gray’s inn sq 
Fioov, Patric ~ F 


Legs, Pain 


rd, Harrow 1d, Engineer March 9 Murphy v Bans, 
J Wiles, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Oldham, Corn Dealer March 3 Lees vy Lees, Registrar, Manchester 

Ry og 

aA... DWAED AMILTON, tesbury 14, Ravenscourt pk Feb 27 Neale v 

Thomson, § Stirling, J Dixon, Laucaster pl, "Strand . 


London Gazette.—Tvespay, Feb. 7 


Ganpixer, Dovoras Wittiam, Old Jewry, Solicitor March 4 Hildesheim v Gardiner 
North, J Stallard, Old Jewry — - ‘ 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 10. 
Nerriz, Jouy, St Agnes, Cornwall March 4 Walters v Jackson, Kekewich, J Carlyon, 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 45. 


Last Day or Craim. 





London Gazette.—Tvuespay, Jan. 31. 
Bavwey, Atreev, Putney Feb 28 Cox, Temple chmbrs 
Bewt, Zura, Bierton, Bucks March 10 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 
Burirx, a ney ee or In, Tobacco Manufacturer March 13 Jennings & Chater, 


Craxce, Sanan, Easton, Bristol March 31 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 

Craxtox, Tuomas, Birmingham, Labourer March 15 Rabnett, Birminjham 
Cremext, Witt1ax, Plymouth Feb 10 Earl, Viymouth 

Davis, Jonx, Oxton, Birkenhead Marché Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 


Doatge, Sane, Domenaiine pl mews, Devonshire st, Portland pl, Jobmaster Feb 23 


Domeon Sines, Mytton, York, Licensed Victualler Feb15 Rennison, Blackburn 
Fanuerz, Rev Joux Pion, Leicester March 1 Hood Barrs & Co, Clenient’s inn, Strand 
Fesgxeive, Davin, Ossett, York, Rag Merchant March 21 Lawrence, Ossett 

Forrsren, Witi14am Hever, Sketty Park, nr Bwansea March1 Robinson & Co, Swansea 
Fosres, Cuanixs Fixcn Cvnuirre, Cambridge, Banker March 25 Ginn & Matthew, 


Guys, Exiza, Croydon, Butcher Feb 28 E4ridge, Croydon 
Maove, Baxsexuss, West £ Beidgtorl, Notts, Hosiery Machine Manufacturer Feb 28 


Hopason, Marcaret Eten, Meare, Somerset March1 Jones & Forrester, Malmesbury 
Hvupson, Epwarp Warp, Knutsford, Chester, Tailor March 28 Partington & Allen 
Manchester 


Incram, Joun, Oxford, Cricket Ball Manufacturer March 4 Galpin, Oxford 

Kenwoop, Ricuarp, Woodford Bridge, Essex, Laundryman Feb23 Friend & Co, Exeter 

Kocn, Avaust, Liverpool, Clerk Feb 28 Evans & Co, Liverpool 

Lams, Mary, Rhyl, Flint Feb 28 Gamlin & Williams, Rhyl 

Latuom, The Right Hon Epwarp Earl of, Ormskirk, Lancs, G.C.B. March4 Walters 
& Co, New sq 

Lewis, E.1zagetu, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester Feb 28 Ledgard & Co, Manchester 

MacGarr, Sopnta, Endsleigh st, Tavistock sq March 21 Morse & Co, Copthall bldgs 

Manrsun, Cuartorre, Old Trafford, Manchester Feb 28 Bond & Son, Manchester 

Mevvarp, Marcaret Canoiine, Southport Feb 28 Hodge, Southport 

Mirxs, Atonzar, Plaistow, Market Gardener March 26 Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 

Muck.ow, Wi1.14mM, Birmingham, Assessor of Taxes March 25 Newey, Birmiogham 

Mvre, Lovisa, Kensington March 1 Mure, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Nasu, Epwarp Ricuarp, Brighton March7 James & James, Ely pl, Holborn circus 


Pivms, Ann Evizasets, Burton Latimer, Northampton March 1 Sharman & Co, 
Wellingborough 


Pratt, James, Hastings Feb11 Chalinder, Hastings 
Rayyer, ST1ItuincriEeet, Forest Gate, Essex Feb 28 Browne & Co, Coleman st 
Ricwarpsox, Tuomas Gunn, Wallington, Surrey Feb 28 Blake & Heseltine, Serjeants’ 


inn, Fleet s 

Rope, Epwarp, Oxford, Suffolk, Brewer March 10 Welton, Woodbridge 

RosseLt, Harniet, Liverpool, March 28 Ansdell & Eccles, St Helens 

Surrn, Joun Westtey, Harrogate, York March1 Dickons & Aked, Halifax 

Situ, Lovisa, Croydon Feb25 Ray, Great Portland st 

Soromon, Sornia, Llandudno Feb 15 Bellis, Llandudno 

Swarse, Mary, Guildford Feb21 Busk & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tuornton, Marcaret Lucy, Sutton, Surrey March10 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 

TremLett, Henrietta, Pinhoe, Devon March1 Hughes & Masterman, New Broad st 

Warkixs, Epuunp Joyzs, Llandudno Feb15 Bellis, L’andudno 

Witramsoy, Cuartes Henry Brackensury, Brixton March 15 Rumney, Basing- 
hall st 


Wryyyxe, Wittian, Rhyl, Flint March1 Pierce-Lewis, Rhyl 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 3 
Asenuem, Cartes Arnotp, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchestar, Head Waiter 
March 11 Higham, Manchester 
Axcuer, James, Manchester April1 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 
Asurorp, Rozznt, Ipswich March 1 Kersey, Ipswich 
Asnwortn, Mantua, Hyde, Chester Feb 23 Hervey & Co, Hyde 
Bain, Joux Henry, Bristol, Pork Butcher Feb18 Spofforth, Bristol 


Bercer, Witt1am Tuomas, Cannes, France March 18 Coulthurst & Van Sommer 
ew inn 7 
Boorn, Harriet Marcaret, Thornton Heath, Surrey Feb 28 Edridge, Croydon 


Coates, Georce, Pickering, York March8 EJ & A Peters, York 
Coates, Mantua, Pickering, York March8 EJ & A Peters, York 
Corpgeroy, Jane, Leytonstone March1 Walker & Battiscombe, Basinghall st 


Cu nen Wituram Epwanrp, Broadway, Westminster, Publican March 7 Andrew 
White & Wattson, Clement’s In 


Dawsox, AnpREw Wituram, New Cross March 15 J A & H E Farnficld, Lower 
Thames st 


Dozson, CuarLorre SusaynAn, South Tottenham March 10 Pedley & Co, Bush In 
Deaxt, Henny, Halifax March1 Beaumont, Huddersfield 

Exiis, Sopaia, Milton, Gravesend March 16 Bond, Golden sq 

Farrer, Wittiam Josern, Pelham cres, Tailor March14 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 
Gatto, Ema, Tilehurst, near Reading, Berks March14 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Guasrey, Henry, Swinton, York, Butcher March 25 Harrop & Harrop, Rotherham 


Goopyzar, Bexsamin, Flamstead, Hertford, Farmer March 3 Wells & Son, Paternoster 
Tow 
Hamuosp, Cyrit Fraycis, Upton lane, Forest Gate March 20 Nicholas, Che’msford 


Haruixe, Joux, Manchester March 15 Parr & Co, Southport 

Haywes, Juusa, Balham Feb 28 Tijou, Stratford 

Janvis, Jonny Srernes, Clapham March 30 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 
Lioyp, Saran, Totterdown, Bristol Feb18 Spofforth, Bristol 

Lvsu, James Ropenrt, Deal, Kent March 3 Brown & Brown, Deal 

Marrixson, Miss Fraxces Many, Manchester March 18 Wigglesworth & Son, Manchester 
Mex, Rey Wittiam Cuarmay, Hayton Vicarage, nr Retford March 11 Mee & Co, Retford 
Mexroy, Hannan, Westbourne ter March 10 Dixon & Co, Savoy mansions 
Mixis, Josuva, Liscard, Chester, Plumber March 16 Cornish, Liverpool 

Mvupp, ALexanver, Coverham, York, Farmer March10 Maughan, Middleham 
Neat, Joux, Shepherd’s Bush March 20 Herbert, Cork st, Burlington gdns 
Ocpes, Josurn, Lighteliffe, York March6 Roberts & Co, Brighouse, 

Pansons, Exiza, Loughton, Essex March 15 Ratcliff & Son, Lime et 

Portex, Gzorck Hawonru, Hoxton March 16 Griffin, Essex st, Strand 
Porrer, Tuomas Bayuxy, South Kensington Murch 20 Bale & Co, Manchester 
Paice, ALraup, Shepherd’s Bush March 4 Davenport & Co, Hammersmith rd 
Perest, Many Ann, Watford, Herts March1 Sedgwick & Co, Watford 
Rewwisox, Jous, York March 4 Wilkinson, York 

Ricuanps, Samuer More, Button, Surrey March 25 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
Bimmer, Many, Aughton, Lancs March1 Parr & Co, Ormskirk 

Beorr, Witt1am Pooin, Bexhill, Sussex, Estate Agent March1 Pead, Bexbill 
Brve., Many Ayw, Newton Abbot, Devon Feb 28 Woosnam, Newton Abbot 





Herzixe, Eouven, Pilates, Cornwall, Yeoman March 15 Gill, Devonport 


Sraerroy, Agruvs, Birmingham March1 Robinson, Birmiogham 
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Syxes, James Waker, Huddersfield, Joiner March 18 Brook, Huddersfield 
THomAs, Coxe Isaac, Merthyr Tydfil March1 Lewis & Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 
y Usprerwoop, Mary, Bradford April2{ Hutchiuson & Sons, Bradford 


Fs? Vic a JAMES Saarwate Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Merchants’ Salesman 
es & Ogden, Manchester 
West, ie teh fieboroucth, York March 31 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 


r ‘Woop, Tuomas Ropert, Rhyl, Flint, Comedian Feb 28 Gamlin & Williams, Rhyl 
Warcur, Cuarces Davip, Hoxton March1 Keighley & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Weaicut, Esrner, Clifden rd, Clapton park March 1 Keighley & Co, Lincoln’s inn 

a —_ London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 7. 

s Arxrxson, Axx, Gables Aberford, York April1 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 
Briertey, Axx, Oldham March7 Lees, Oldham 

Burton, Susannan, Lincoln March1 Boulton, Burslem 

Canter, Patrick, Hunslet, Leeds, Contractor March 10 Stott, Leeds 

Cast, Jony Botton, Liverpool, Gent March 10 Wilson & Todd, Liverpool 

Coorrr, Jons Hrxoy, Dover, Veterinary Surgeon March 15 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

CorELAnD, Hanraiet, Burslem, Stafford March1 Boulton, Burslem 

Curtis, Marcaret Any, Blackpool, Lancaster Feb 28 Blackhuret, Preston 

Dysox, Emma, Sheffield March 30 Thomas & Sandford, Sheffield 

ewes. Joun, Bolton, Lancaster, Bleacher’s Manager March1 Russell & Russell, | 


Belton 
Farrer, Jane, Cliftopr, Westmorland March 12 Little & Lamcnby, Penrith 


South sq, Gray’s inn 
Grayson, Suntan, Sheffield, Gentleman March 15 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 


Green, Wi111aM Jouy, Eynsham, Oxford, Farmer March11 Galpin, Oxford 


GsErennoven, Jonny, Greenfield, York, Coal Merchant March 25 Bottomley & Son, — 
Ashton under Lyne 
Hoarg, — p Rionarp, Kennington rd, Medical Student March10 Paddock & Sons, 


Han! 
Hotwayp, Grorce Rosrnsoy, South sq, Gray’s inn, Conveyancer March 25 Chubb, John | 


et, Adelpbi 
Howse, Gor he y, Sinclair rd, West Kensington March 3 Howse, Abchurch yd 


Ixcutey, Gzorce, Sparkhill, Worcester, Gentleman _March 25 Mogford, Birmingham 
JaRROLD, Hannan, Thorpe, Norwich March 16 Tillett & Co, Norwich 

Jonxsonx, Hannan, Sheffield March 1 Smith & Elliott, Sheffield 

Kemp, Jouy, Lincoln, Chemist April6é Danby & Co, Lincoln 


Fizp, Estuer, Montserrat rd, Putney, Licensed Victualler April 5 Schultz & Son, | 


| Laycock, Rors Axx, Selby, York March 10 Stamford & Metcalfe, Bradford 
Lvas, Axx, Moulton, Northampton March8 Phipps & Ray, Northampton 
MALLESsoN, oem 5 Spork. Elstree, Hertford, Solicitor March 1 Wadeson & Malleson, 


Dev 
Manoa, Many re Bloat ieath, Worcester March 25 Slatter & Co, Stratford upon 
von 

| Mites, Wittram Aaron, Totton, Southampton, Beerhouse Keeper March 18 Coxwell & 
| Pope, fouthampton 
Mesnan. Rev Lewis, Ainstable Vicarage, Cumberland Feb 21 Griffith & Co, Newcastle 
| | pevennn, 2. Miranda rd, Upper Holloway Feb 28 Berridge & Sons, Leicester 
Pows =) Sir Segeee Syuru Bapey, KCMG, Eatoneq March 1 Stevens & Co, Queen 


Beer, 4 Jou, Hillside, Cricklewood, Gent March 13 Smith & Son, Verulam 
, Grays inn 
Rosy, jon Davin, Rainhil), nr Prescot, Brassfounder Feb 28 Tyrer, St, Helen’s 


Suetpon, Josern, , nt Great Barr, Stafford, Brick Manufacturer Feb 24 


Benser & Dawes, O bury, nr 
| Spicer, Heriot, Clavering Eton av, Hamstead March 17 Mackrell & Ward, Walbrook 


| Srartarp, Tuomas Bristow, Leominster, Wine Merchant April 2 Stallard & Son, 

| Worcester 

Sreppexsox, Mary Ayy, om. Cteig of Victoria, Storekeeper June 1 Williams & 
Ma 


tthews, Queen st, M 
Srewart, Ansiz, Huyton, Lancs Feb 28 Wright & Co, Liverpool 
| TaYLor, Sanam Ase, Loughborough, Leics, Retired Butcher March 1 Hands, 
Lou 
| Tors sce Samen Ween hill, cr Liverpool March 20 Thornely & Cameron, Liverpool 
| Tinperts, Jonx, Rowley Regis, &tafford, Maltster Feb 18 Cooksey, Old Hill, Staffords 
| Soa. Sous ee, Epsom, Retired Fishmonger March 1 Carr & Co, Rood lane, 
‘enchure 
| TyrrELL, CuaRies Josern, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, Licensed Gauger Feb 23 Burton 
& Son, Blackfriars rd 
Uren, James, Uny Lelant,Cornwall April 29 Boase, Penzarce 
| West, Isanevia, Liverpool rd, Canning Town March8 Perham & Son, Bristol 
| Wanre, Wess 14M, New Windsor, Yorks, Retired Butcher March10 Durnford & Ga’e, 
Wissgneen , Frorntxce Awy, Bradford Court,nr Taunton March 10 Easton & Channer, 
unt 
WoerEtunar, oi sTIAN, Barnsbury March 5 D: & Smith, Devonshire 
chmbrs, Bish opsgate st re ination —_ 
Woopcock, Mary Any Acwyes, Reareby, Leicester March 25 Berridge & Sons, 


Leicester 
Wricut, Exizazern, Bampton, Westmorland March 12 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
York, Ex.ex, Newcastle upon Tyne Feb 283 Lundi, Newcast'e uron Tyre 











London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 10. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. Bristol Pet Feb7 Ord Fi 


Dealer Leicester Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Ociessy, Ersest Taytor, Staple Bill, Glos, Grocer Bar _ Kersuaw, 4 upon Hull, Pawn- 


broker Feb 17 at 11 pons Loy gH. se In, Hull 


eb 7 
7, — Chelsca High Court Pet Jan 11 Ord | | Hasecprxe, GEORGE See See Leicester sq, 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | Nort, Epear Victor North Evington, Leicester, Hay , — he ay Pe York, he may Broker Fe8 17 
P 


Barvock, ALFRED James, Lime st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court PetFeb7 Ord Feb7 

Barowetit, WittiAm Henry, Newmarket, Pork Butcher 
Cambridge Pet Feb6 Ord Febé6 

Bray, DaniEt, Oystermouth, Gla, Ioland Revenue 
Officer Swansea Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

CHAMBERLAIN, JosEru, Old Kent rd, Linen Draper High 
Court Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Cuariix, Caartes Netsox, Walthamstow, Brewer’s 
Traveller High Court Pet FebS Ord Feb8 

CuristopHer, Cuaries, Savile row, St James’s, Turf 
Commission Agent High Court Pet Jan 13 Ord 


Feb 6 
Gus, oe eee, Builder Peterborough Pet 


ae. ELL, ue xp VERNON, Edinburgh oogom, Victoria 
et High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord F 

Cookson, ILLIAM, Bicton, nr ld Farmer 
Shrewsbury Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 


Cue, Grorct, Hastings, Bricklayer Hastings Pet Feb 
Ord Feb7 


eum Davin, Llanwenog, Cardigans, Innkeeper Car- 
marthen Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Dickinson, FRepERIcK Witiam, Sheffield, Grocer fhef- 
field Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Dor, Cares Frepenick, Nelson, Plumber Burnley 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

onsets, Wittiam, Carnarvon Bangor Pet Feb 7 Ord 


mR... , VErRNoy, Dorchester, Auctioneer Dor- 
chester Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Firirip, Canaries, Woking, Builder Guildford Pet ec 
81 Ord Feb 


7 
Fox, 7 Tt , Norwich, Carpenter Norwich Pet Feb6 Ord 
6 
Frear, Janez, Dawes In, Mi!l Hill, Grocer Barnet Pet 
Feb7 Feb7 
Ginson, Henry, Watford, Corn Chandler High Court Pet 
Feb8 Ord Febs8 


Git, Wirtiam W a. Bradford, Painter Bradfoid 
Pet Feb7 Fe 
Goopat, Harry Castleford, Corn Miller Wakefield Pet 
Jani18 Ord 
Gnirrix, Cuanies anne, Bermondsey, Grocer High 
Court Pet Feb 7 Feb 7 
aang gy, ALFRED, Nottingham, Hay Factor Nottirghim 
et Feb @ Ord Feb 6 
See tees Can.isie, Ridgmount st High Cuurt Pet 
Novié Ord Feb 
Bisemzeve, Joun Winusaw Cartsr, Fai aaaley, Bobbin 
Twiner Bradford Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 
Horkiss, Jou, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler. Cardiff Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
Kavonene, DW Eastcheap bldg: High Cowt Pet Jan 
) 


Lanaz, 8 T, Rickmansworth, Public houre Manager High | 
Court Pet Janis Ord Fi 


Lanenee, Joun, Crewe, abany ’ Nantwich Pet Feb 6 Ord | 
eb 6 


Merk, Ernest Grorar ex Picture Frame Maker | 
Bris etFebé Ord F 


Minter, Jouyn Surrexs, tne | Plymouth Pet Dec 16 
Ord Feb 7 | 


Fe 


acturer Leicester Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
Joseph GABABALDI, 


PHELPs, 
Publisher West Bromwich Pet Feb6é Ord Feb6 


Power, J F, 
Nov 12 bm Feds 
Price, Evax, Liandédew. 
dfil Pet Feb 8 “Ord Feb 8 


et Feb7 Ord Feb 
Fe’ 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 8 


tonon Tees Fet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Watson, “= Wittiam, Brimiogton, nr Chesterfield, 
Mason Chesterfield Pet Feb 7 “Ord Feb 7 


Leeds Pet Nov 24 Ord Feb 4 
—, Awsnyiz, Bolton, 


Feb 7 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Armstronc, Patrick Perer, Old Trafford, nr Manchester, 

Slater "Feb 17at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Ayres, Paitie Port, Portdinorwic, Carnarv 

tractor Feb 17 at 230 Crypt cha chmbrs, Eastgate row, 

Chester 
~— ~ Tuomas, Bangor, 

chmbrs, asigate wow row, Chi 

Baowa'y, Joux Henry, 

Feb 2Lat2 County Court, West 


Castle pl, Park st, N 


at2.30 Bankrupte' vo Ag} 

Cuartix, Joux, Ben iter Feb 21 at2 
Off Reo, 33, Princes st, po 

Curistorpugr, Cuartes Savile row, St James's, Turf Com- 


, age Feb 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey 
CLARKB, Too u, Leicester, Leather Merchant Feb 17 at 
12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Cottier, Joun ‘G@rorar, South Shields, Tobacconist Feb 
20 at 11.30 Off ig Bae 20, Mosley st, Newcastle on 7 
CrakKB, — 18. Boot oe til 
pg nm a CE 
| Crort, Wiis Brad Maker ° Feb 20 at ll 
Oif Reo, 31, Mancr row, Bradford 
Exvervy, Gronar Tuomas, Eccles, Boot Maker Feb 17 at 
2.30 Reo, Byrom st, 
Ever, Joux Bicnarp, Feb 20 at 11.30 a4, 
Rail app, London bridge 
Feb 20 at 10.30 
hoe 6 Bete 





ae 


| GipprNas, Wana Rouen 
Feb 18 at 11.30 On ne 
Cury, Cam! 


| Fieipen ak % 
i 


Pay ioe Wau Am Putian, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb 6 Ord 
ne. Freverick, Oadby. nr Leicester. Boot Manu- | 
ec, 
Smethwick, Stafford, Homes, 
Dealer 
Puriurrs, Purr, peentany, Glam, Labourer Neath | 
oe pt =" Grosveno: High C Pet 
reen r ‘court 
sestteaa lane, Hull 
Brecon, Farm Bailiff Merthyr | Facuson WILLIAM, ~~ od Feb17 at 11.90 Off 


ee ey x, | Roath, Cardiff, Haulier Cardiff Pet | 
Swaix, Joun Arruvr, Leicester, Merchant Leicester | [Kacrauss DW, 

gs, 
Tyson, Wittiam, Stockton on Tees, Brass Finisher Stock- 


WILkinsoyn, ‘oan Hersert, Leeds, Company Specialist 
Tobacconist Bolton Pet Feb 7 


| nua Murap Isaac, nc Mareh 1 pt 
rnarvons, Con- Rec, Byrom 
vGpengeven Feb 17 at 3.30 iW 
ldbury, i General Dealer Symmonps, Fann Llandudno, ter Sse 18 at : 8h'p 
est Brom lotel, Bang: 

Buck.anp, Epwry, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts Feb 17 at 11 a 

Off Rev, 4, ottingham 
CuamBEr.ary, Joseru, Old i Pasa rd, —— Draper Feb 17 





Jeweller Feb 17 Bankruptcy Carey st 
| Hasoes, Cuanuas cues, Section en nshater Se ene Fed 
17 Rec, Byrom 
| Haypey, Henry, , Clerk Feb 17 at 335 Of 
Tams” Gras Pahl, : 
OBN 
Feb 17 OB ha Cent cals, Marbrt Markit 
| Hvupsox, Caartes Jons, Hessle. York, Chalk Stone 
Merchant Febi7 at 11.30 Off Ree, Trinity House 


sro, Sypnry Avsert, Neath, Glam, Merchant Neath | | 7a os De Hesry, ship Glan a Deen Commission Agent 


yg WILt1Am, Bincoeu Festinioe. i niog Merioneths, Tailor 
oN Feb Bt at 1.30 Market hall, Blaenau 
a 


bidgs Feb 17 at230 Bank- 
| een eee Wi Tate, © Hotel Keeper Feb 17 
at 11 


Off Ree, 
Lvecxir, eae a Poplar oes 17 at 11 Bank- 
omas Frank, Kilburn, Licensed Victualler Feb 
11 Bankruptcy 


ru 


ru 
Pixs, 
Vv 


| Pcen, Saucer, Oswestry, y —® Feb 17 at 12 


‘on, Plumber 
a Om Reo, Westgate cambra, New 
a Ts a Of 
Surra, Tuomas, Tailor Feb 17at11 Off Rec, 
31, 


Manor row, Bradford 
Spooyer, soem 20 Yan, New Malden, = Suharto 


ee Shonen, Neasden Feb ®ati2 Bank- 
Provision Dealer 


T BERT ARTHUR, 

ner 12.30 Of Rec, Coun Market pl, 
Tuowrsoy, Apenzam Nottingham, Warehouseman Fed 

17at12 Off Ree, 4, Castle Park st, a 
Tuorr, Louisa, Warwick rd, Bure Court Feb 20 
Wanrpes, xo Cuartes, Willesden, Carpenter Feb 
Carey st 

beter , Shoemaker Feb 17 


FReperick, 
ll Ba een ie Guberna oh Gaunt Geanaby 
Weerant Hevay Exvest, yb oag mm and Fed 17 
t 3 
WILKrINsox, same poy Leeds, Company Specialist 
Feb 20 at 11 22, Park row, Leeds 
Yares, Annie, Fed 20 at 250 16, 
Wood st, panaay * 


DJUDICATIONS. 
Bavpocx, ALFRED Jammy ay _ Soran Victualler 
Court Pet Feb 7 


"Newmar, Susi Pork 


Ve 
a ‘endor 


Baxowewt, Wituax Bases, 


Warmer ey: 
Mon 


Bu: 
‘New Pet Deo 29 











Feb, 18, 1899. 








Inland 
Diag i crac ae 


Coart Pet ¥F Order Feb 
CHAeLin, er NeEtson, ‘Walthamsto amstow, Brewer's 
Court Pet FebS Ord Feb8 
CuArs, Gxorcr, Builder Peterborough 
Pet 6 Ord Feb6é : RS 
Cogs wr uuND VERNON, Edinburgh mans, Victoria st 
‘ Pet Nov25 Ord Feb7 _ 
Cue, Vo ee Hastings, Bricklayer Hastings Pet Feb7 


Dawie., Hersert, peewee, Yorks, Grocer York 
P.t Feb3 Ord 


Davies, Davi 


thea Pet Feb 7 Ord #eb7 
Dicxinson, FREDERICK Winsiate, Sheffield, Grocer 
Sheffield Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 


Lois, Crartzes Freperice 
B Pet Feb 6 Ord Febdé 


Row snnn, 
Eyson, Freperick VERNON, 
Dorcester Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 7 


Farnant, Georce Hersear Sweet, en 
Salisbury PetJan6é Ord Fi 


ao Corn 


—— Henry W, Weston super Mare Bridgwater Pet 
Jan 21 


Ord Feb 8 
Fox, Jaurs, Norwich, Carpenter Norwich Pet Feb6 Ord 
Feb6 


Garner, Evizanetu Any, Harrogate, Fancy Dealer York 
Pet Jan9 O.d Febs 

Gisson, Hewry, Watford, Corn Chandler High Court Pet 
Feb8 Ord Feb 8 F 

Git, Witt1am Wuiretey, Bralford, Painter Bradford 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

Go.pvswortuy, J Hayy Highgate, Builder High Court Pet 
Dec9 Ord Fi 


Gairrin anes a AMES, _Bermondeey, Oilman’s Manager 
High Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Hare, CHaRLes Kersaaw, Kingston upon Hull, Pawn- 
upon Hull Pet ian 5 Ord Feb 7 
een rw No y Factor Nottingham 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 


ieieoe Grorce Newron Leicester sq, Jeweller High 
Court Pet Janil Ord Feb8 

Heauy, Caances Water, Bacton, Suffolk, Brewer Bury 
St Bdmunds Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 23 

Hincucurre, Joun Witiram Carrer, "aint Yorks, 

bin Twiner Bradford Pet Feb Ord Feb 6 

Horns, Joun, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler Cardift Pet 

Fed6é Ord Febé 


JonEs, aT: Leicester, Fish Dealer Leicester Pet Jan 
6 Ord Feb 3 


Meek, Ernest Gronce, poy Picture Frame Maker 
Bristol Pet Febé Ord Feb 

Mixsorn ta ALFRED, Yeoril, Commission Agent 
Jan5 Ord Feb 


Nay a rey Charterhouse sq High Court Pet Jan4 


Nortu, Epcar Victor, North Evington, pene, Hay 
Dealer Leicester Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 
Pare, eS oy Putian, Léels, Grocer Leeds Pet Feb 
6 


Siguie Frepenrick, Oadby, nr Leicester, Boot Manufac- 
turer Leicester Pet Feb2 Ord Feb? 

Pai.uirs, Pur, Britonferry, Glam, Labourer Neath 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Price, eras. 1 Lianddew, eT Farm Bailiff Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet FebS Ord Feb 

Rooxe, Magia, » Boot Dealer Tigh Court Pet 
Dec 23 Ord Feb6 

Surtox, T W, Wandsworth, Clerk Wandsworth Pet 
Dec 22 Ord Feb7 

Sxow, Sypvey aaa, Neath, Glam, Merchant Neath 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

forret,, Jonx ALEXaNDsR, Hammersmith, Livery stable 

igh Court "Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 7 

, Cardiff, Haulier Garditt Pet 

Taykarv, Henny Honson, Neasden High Court Pet Feb 
4 Ord Feb6é 


Tyson, Witiiam, Stockton on Fae Brassfinisher Stockton 
on Tees Pet Feb? Ord Fi 


Watson, Isaran Wiitiax x. einington, nr Chesterfield, 
Mason Chesterfield Pet Feb7 Feb 7 
Tam oo Bolton, Tobacconist Bolton Pet Feb 7 
7 


Amended notice substituted for that published i in the 
London Gazette of 


Dec 30 
Waainxe, Franc Needle Stam; Birmin; 
Pos Dee ss, Get Deo a per — 


London Gasette.—Toxsvax, Feb. 14. 
: RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Som; Hounslow, Builders Brentford & Deo 9 
* Brawrox,, Wiriuiam Huvos.esrox, 
‘et Feb 9 


Sp oy eine 


> Epwanrps, Exus, Swin' Lancs, 

Same Victualler az Baltord Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb io 

» Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
WAN 


Sagat Winhorins 6, Chartered Accountant 
Jan10 Ord Feb 10 
: cheste*>, Silk Merehant 






S 


Henny, Gloucester, N 
Pet Bee 9 Ord Feb 9 
Southport, 


Revenue Officer 
—— ~ Ty Ola yd = Linen Draper High 


ot Ae Cardigan, Innkeeper Carmur- 
Nelson, Lancs, Plumber 


eo Carnarvon, Quarryman Bangor Pst 
Ord Feb 7 : 
pee, Auctioneer 


sarees om Bat 


HD, spout ptidd, Bakes Pontypridd 


Manchester Pet 


Newspaper Proprietor 
pox Ldverpool Pet Feb 





Haenisoy, Lewis J, Houndsditch High Court Pet Jan 
20 Ord Feb 10 

Hassavw, Joux Buerton, Audlem, Farmer Nantwich Pet 
Feb 9 Ord Feb? 

Hveass, “Yeeebaa Glam, Builder Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb 16 “Ora b 10 

Hyman, Mavaics Asranan, Wes:bourne , ed Park, 
Farrier High Court Pet Nov10 OrdJi 

“— Roveat, Hornsey High Court Pet red 9 Ord 

Jos “ ys} Liangwyfen, Anglesey Bangor Pet Feb 9 

Keppe.t, Ambrose alg ee Dynas Po Glam, 


wis, 
Merchant's Manager Pet Jan 30 0.4 Feb 10 
Lixoo.tx, Georce Dor.ine, Norwich. Chimsey Sweep 


Norwich Pet Feb 11 Ord 2 se il : 
Moornouse, Sipyey Rose 3 eam Builder 
ingham Pet Feb li Ord Feb it 
Mvrrox, A.rsep WHttiam, ee Cycle Factor 


Brighton Pet Feb'10 Ord Feb 10 

Norwan, Jony, and Davin Owen WILL1Ams, ioe, 
Potato ts Carmarthen Pet Jan 27 Ord 
F.b10 

Norrotx. Percrva, Witiiam, Bickley, Kent, Farmer 
Croydon Pet Jan 30 Ord 30 - 

Pease, Sypyey Tuomas, Liv Licensed Victualler 

oydon Pet Deci1é Ord Jan 24 

Purtrot, Jouy, Wittasm Jonsx Samvet Puitrot, 
Chesterton, Warwicks, Farmers Warwick Pet Feb 9 
O:d Feb 9 

Ricnarpsox, Ricnarp, Burnley, Grocer Burnley Pet 

Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Surive, James, Rushden, Boot Manufacturer Northampton 
Pet Febit Ord Feb 11 

Skipper, Grorct Sarrer, Wix, Essex, Farmer Colchester 
Pet Feb'11 Ord Feb 11 

Squrez, Wiii1Am, Glastonbury, Fellmonger Wells Pet 
Feb10 Ord Fed 10 

Swirt, Harry Davin, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Jan 17 
Ord Feb 9 

Tuorston, Jomy Ricnarp Vincent, Birkenhead, Picture 
Frame Maker Birkenhead PetJan?8 O:d Feb9 

Towxs, ANsIE, Runcorn, scans Painter Warrington 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 1 

Ts ey Witiiam, New ‘swindon, Wilts, Painter Swindon 

et Feb 9 Ord Feb9 

Urse : Martz, Dean st, Soho, Provision Dealer High 
Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Feb 9 

Wi.xixson, WiLLiaM, Scarborough, Jeweller Scarborough 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

WILLIAMs, ome, nice 9 Ord B Denbighs, Labourer Port- 
madoc rd Feb 9 

Youne, ot Warehouse Foreman High Court 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 


Amended notice substituted for those peat in the 
London Gazettes of Dec. 16 and 2 


Mimmack, Kennern, Stalybridge, Lancs, tee Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AsHTOoN, « -5~ Exyest, Longton, Coal Dealer Feb 2 at 
1130 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme 

Bapoce, ALFRED JAMES, st, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 21 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Brawros, Witi1am Huppiestoy, upon Hall Feb 
2iat 11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, H 

Buicstocke, JAmEs, nm, Chemist Feb 21 at 11 

if Rec, 4, Queen st, Cosnetban 

Bryayt, Poitie Warp, Handsworth, Coachbuilder Feb 
23at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Cuariin, CHartes NeEtson, Wal meg alg Brewer's 
Traveller Feb 21 at 11 Bankruptcy » idgs, Carey st 

CLARE, Grorae, Pe rough, Builder Feb2iat2 Law 


Courts, New rd, Peterb h 
CocswELL, Epuunp Vernon, Victoria st Feb 21 at 2.80 
Bankruptcy b'dgs, Carey st 
Cowtey, WILLIAM, Haategerth, Plumber Jan 22 at 12 
174, Corporation st, 
CRAMP, Gusves, Hasti ricklayer Feb 21 at 12.8) 
oung & Co Bank bldg, 18 


Fox, eg Lal orwich, Carpenter Feb 25 at 1 
ff Rec, 8, J st, Norwich 
Pam. Henry, Watford, Corn Chandler Feb 21 at 2.20 
G Benker a Ente, Oilman’s Manage: 
BIFFIN, CHARLES 8 r 
Feb 21 at 11 bidgs, st 
Harvey, AL¥gep, Nottingham, Factor Feb 21 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, ottingham 
Herts, Atpert CaBuisLez, Didgeent st Feb 21 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hixcucuirre, Joan Wittram Carter, Farsley, 
bbin Turner Feb 22atil Off Rec, 31, Bn 


Bradford 
Howe1ts, Samvet Jonx, Blaina, Mon, Farmer Feb 22 at 
High st, Merthyr 


12 1365, Merthyr Tydfil 
Hyman, Mavarce ABRAHAM, ‘bourne fen, 5:5 
Furrier Feb 22 at 2.3) Bankruptcy bi os. 
Jackson, Jons, Burslem Feb 22 at 11 Off Rec, King st, 
New castle under Lyme 
ve es, anew Feb 22 at 11 Bankruptcy 
JACKSON, P Wass Hewry, Morley, —_ Plumber Feb 
22at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Jovgs, James Price, Abercynon, Builder Feb 28 at 12 


Merthyr Tydfil 
Public bows Manager Feb 


Timber Dealer Feb 24 


— = 


Masoxs, Waren, Ba Manufacturer 
Fob 22 at 11 174, Corporation st. 

Mezx, Exyrst Grora eg Picture Maker 

* Lage # 12, sagt ¢ Rec, Bal win st, gg, 

ITCHELL, JAMES, , Greengrocer 

Off Rec, 19, John st. Huddersfield 

Norrovk, Perciva, Wi.i1am, weer. 3 Farmer Feb 
22at2.30 24, a7 y ape 

Norra, Ever Vicror, eee ph Feb 
22at12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, ster / 





aoe og ret B Fish Salesma: Feb 21 
fue Bs ami 2 2 


ae fi pee Glos, Grocer Feb 22at 12 O 
‘Baldwin st, Bristol i . 
ero ALFR«D vane wag ccompry Practitioner Feb 23 


Peacock, foot le Ae tepoo!, Paidter Feb 
at2.30 Royal Hotel, West Hart! 
Peserpy, Freperrick, Gadbr, nr Leicester, Boot Maau- 
urer Feb 21 at, 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


Leicester 
Raypiz, Anruur, Foleshill, bee hgh a Builder Feb 23 at 
113) Oi Bec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Rov SE, a Eldon st Feb 22 at il Bankruptcy bldgs, 
arey 8 
Sons sanas, Suen ain ek Licensed Victua'ler 
ed 22at 1 beng pee arey st 
Swatn, Jonn Artuor, Leicester, eed Feb 21 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leices' 
TAyLor, Raveu, Houghton le Spel Dehem, Painter 
Feb 2l'at 1 Three Tuns, Heke, Bush 
To.iey, Tames, Grosvenor mews, New Bond st, Livery 
stable Keeper Feb 22 at 2.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


ey st 
Townenp, Geonce, Huddersfield, Whitesmith Feb 22 at 
12 Off Rec, 19, John William st, Hudderefield 
Unscn, Marie. Dean s Soho, Provision Dealer Feb 22 at 
12 Bankruptcy 1 gs, Carey st 
Wess, Georce Cuar.es, Westminster Bridge rd, Sub- 
marine Contractor Feb 23at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 
Wane James, and WititAm Ernest Crank, Birmiogham, 
— Feb 24 at 1l 174, Corporation st, Birmiag- 
m 
Wasgam, Gwitym, Tenepenty, Grocer Feb2iat3 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


Susated notice substituted for that cae in 
the London Gazette for Feb 10: 


Brookes, Joun Tuomas, Pangor Feb 17 at 3.30 Crypt 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, ( hester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aynes, Puitie Port, Portdinorwic, Carzaryon, Contractor 
B xr Pet Dec19 Ord Feb 10 


Best, Witi1Am, St George’s ter High Court Pet Oct 23 
Ord Feb 7 

Alvington Glen, or L Glos, 
Farmer Newport, Mon Pet Dec 13 Ord Feb 11 

Brayton, Witu1AmM Hupp.eston, yo ee upon Hull 
Kingston ag Hull h th 0: 


Buxton, 7HoLasD Surrey Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Dee 1 Ord Heb10 : 


Cuiarke, Gzorce Epw aon Pontypridd, Baker Pontypridd 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb1 
one! +. pane x, Uno Sa Riiieetie In, Butcher High Court 


Ev hy nl Tickers, Gl 
ey te 
YRE, JOHN ‘CHABD. 

Dec 31 Ord Feb 10 


Bandelier Manufacturer 


Bippie, Rosear, ney, 


vy yh Engine Dri: er 
Feb 1 
Sas, Surrey Tet 


Forp, Tsomas, m, 
Birmingham Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb . 

Frost, J _ Manchester, Silk Merchant. Manchester Pet 
Jan Ord Feb 11 

onan ecee ALFRED, Queen’s ter, St John’s Wood, 
Printer High Court Pet Jan12 Ord Feb9 

Gober, wma SoLomon, Leeds, Ta‘lor pa Pet Feb 
10 


Feb 10 
Govan, WitL14m Hewry, Gloucester, Newspaper Proprietor 
Gloucester Pet Feb'9 Ord Feb 9 


Grees, Jonatuan, Southport, Draper Liverpool Pet Feb 
9 ‘Ord Feb9’ 


eb9 
Hassatt, Joun, Buerton, Audlem, Farme: Nantwich Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb9 


eb 9 
» Builder Merthyr Tydfil Pet 


Hvuaues, Tsomas, 
Feb10 Ord Feb 1 
Jonas, F458, Liangwyfen, Anglesey Bangor Pet Feb 9 
Jones, Joun, Colwyn, Carnarvons, Grocer Bangor Prt 
Jan2i Ord Feb9 
Lincoty, Grorcz Doruiixe, Norwich, Ciimney Sweep 
orwich Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 
Loverr, CHARLES, Bi o— Timber Dealer Birming- 


et Feb3 Ord 
Mason, WaAtves, osha Bassisette Manufacturer 
Factor 


Birmingham Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 10 

Murroyx, Atrazp Wi .iam, rarenies, Cycle 

Brighton Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 

PALMER, Meg gh GrorGE, High Court PetJan 
1 e 

Pym, Epwarp Batpwin, Scarboro b. pa cal Engineer 

urt Pet Aug 138 Ord 

Ricuarpson, Ricuarp, Burnley, 
Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Suxrive, James, Rushden, Boot Manufacturer Northamp- 
ton Pet Febil Ord Feb 11 

Sxirrer, Georce SaLrer, ae Essex, Farmer Colchester 
Pet Feb1i Ord Feb 1 


dare Barnley Pet 


Gum. Jaccs, Fashion = Spitalfields High Cowt Pet 
an vu 
swe, Atom Glastonbury, Felimonger Wel's Pet 
scl te Sieh; Deum . isthe 
anm NNIE, er, r 
Pet Feb 10’ Ord Feb ‘10 ‘ 
TorrexHAM, pommeice* Parrick .8rvarr Cricuron 
7 ree st High Cour; Pet Sept 29 Ord 
e' 


Wansop, Josrru een, Hosier Nottingham Pet 
Jan9 Ord Feb 10 

WILEINsoy, eon, Jeweller Scarborough 

WwW pte One fy ih, Denbighs, Lab Port 
ILLIAMS, JOUN wysbac n| 8, ourer Port- 
madoc Pet Feb9 Oud Feb 9 

Youna, JAmxs. ouse Foreman High Court 
Pet Feb10 Ord 


ADJ a ANNULLED. 


Mawy.ey, Wi.tiAMm J 8t James’ ym Piccadilly 
Court il Feb 10, 1699 


High 
Adjud July 18, 1888 








